Council 1 28 March 2018

ALL INFORMATION AVAILABLE IN Please note: These minutes
VARIOUS FORMATS ON REQUEST are yet to be confirmed as a
city@busselton.wa.gov.au true record of proceedings

CITY OF BUSSELTON

MINUTES FOR THE COUNCIL MEETING HELD ON 28 MARCH 2018

TABLE OF CONTENTS
ITEM NO. SUBJECT PAGE NO.
1. DECLARATION OF OPENING AND ANNOUNCEMENT OF VISITORS.......ccceuureisieisinnnennnnssscsssnnnessssenses 3
2. ATTENDANCE .....iitiiitruuniiiiiiiirerssmssiseniiiresssssssioiiiimmessssssssssstimeesssssssssssttmresssssssssssstssesssssssssssssssesns 3
3. PRAYER ....ciiiiiiirnuuniiiiiiiietasnssisiniiiresssssssssissiimmsssssssssssssssesssssssssssssssssessssssssssssssessssssssssssssssesnsssssss 3
4, PUBLIC QUESTION TIME.....ccuuuiieiiiiinermmnnnsssissiinmsasssssssssssssesssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssnsssss 4
5. ANNOUNCEMENTS WITHOUT DISCUSSION.......cccitiiimmmmmmnsisiniiimenssnssssisiimesssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssans 4
6. APPLICATION FOR LEAVE OF ABSENCE......ccccccteeiiiiiiimennnnsssisiniimeesssssssssssismssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssnns 4
7. PETITIONS AND PRESENTATIONS ....cuiitiiiuiiieiieiieniiniiaiiiniisiiemissisisimisisisrssssestesssosssasssassssssssssansss 4
8. DISCLOSURE OF INTERESTS .....uuiiiiiiiiimmnnnniisiniiinimensssssissiimesesssssssssssiimsesssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssss 4
9. CONFIRMATION AND RECEIPT OF MINUTES .....citiiitiiiuiiiniieeiieiiaiiaiiniiesiissississinisrsissesssssassassses 5
Previous COUNCH IMEEEINGS ....ciiii ittt e estee e s st e e e e ssbee e e esabaeeeesnbaeeeesnreeeesnasees 5
9.1 Minutes of the Council Meeting held 14 March 2018..........cccooeeeiiiiieeeciee e e 5
(000 00T 0 AL =TI N 1T T = £ 5
9.2 Minutes of the Audit Committee held on 14 March 2018 .........cccccvveeiiiiieeeeiiiee e 5
9.3 Minutes of the Finance Committee Meeting held on 15 March 2018..........ccccceeeecvvreennnen. 5
ITEMS BROUGHT FORWARD AND ADOPTION BY EXCEPTION RESOLUTION .......ccooveuenerenereneneneneanananasananns 6
11.2  PROPOSED MODIFICATION TO MCLACHLAN RIDGE STRUCTURE PLAN FOR LOT
220 BALMORAL DRIVE AND LOT 300 HEBRIDES CLOSE, QUINDALUP - FINAL
ADOPTION. ...et ettt ettt ettt ettt e sre e sttt e sabeesabteesbbe e sttt e sabeesabaessbeesabaeesssaesaseessaeesseesssseenns 7
13.1 SEASCAPE AND SCULPTURE WALK ..ottt eeeeeeeseeeeeeeeseeeseeeeseeesesesssssssssssssssssnenes 22
13.2 DRAFT GEOGRAPHE LEISURE CENTRE AND NATURALISTE COMMUNITY CENTRE
IMASTER PLANS ..o naan 28
14.2 LONG TERM FINANCIAL PLAN 1 JULY 2018 TO 30 JUNE 2028.......cccoeeienans 34
15.1 COUNCILLORS' INFORMATION BULLETIN ...uvtiiieitieeectieeeecireeeeecteee e eevee e e e nee e e eeaae e e snneea s 39
ITEMS TO BE DEALT WITH BY SEPARATE RESOLUTION WITHOUT DEBATE. ......c.cccoiviincincinicnnnieesieesiannes 41
10.2 Finance Committee - 15/03/2018 - FINANCIAL ACTIVITY STATEMENTS
INCORPORATING BUDGET REVIEW - PERIOD ENDING 28 FEBRUARY 2018........................ 41
12.1  RFT 05/18 - DELEGATION OF AUTHORITY TO AWARD CONTRACT RFT05/18,
CONSTRUCTION OF DUNSBOROUGH TOWNSCAPE STAGE 4 .....ccovveeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeenenens 54
14.1 WASTE AMENDMENT LOCAL LAW ...coeeeiiiiieieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeesseesessassssssnsesrsssnsasssesssnssmmsnnnnrnne 59
ITEMS FOR DEBATE ....ccuiiuiiiuiiiniieniieniieniianiiaieesiiessisssissssssssssssssesstosssasssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssanssssssasssns 62
10.1  Audit Committee - 14/03/2018 - COMPLIANCE AUDIT RETURN 2017 .....cccevvvrververrrennenne. 63
11.1 APPLICATION FOR DEVELOPMENT APPROVAL - DA17/0651- RECEPTION CENTRE,
LOT 30 (70) MILLBROOK ROAD, YALLINGUP......ccoctiieeectiee ettt e e 67

13.3  CSRFF APPLICATION SMALL GRANTS ROUND 2 BUSSELTON TENNIS CLUB ..........cc.ccuee. 81


mailto:city@busselton.wa.gov.au

Council 2 28 March 2018

16. MOTIONS OF WHICH PREVIOUS NOTICE HAS BEEN GIVEN ........ccvvrerreeersrsssnsansssssssssssassssssansans 85
17.  CONFIDENTIAL REPORTS ......cuevvurueessssssssasssssssssssasssssssssasssssssssssssssasssssssssassassssssssssssassssssssansans 86

17.1  PURCHASE OF HANGAR BUILDINGS: BUSSELTON MARGARET RIVER AIRPORT ................. 86
18.  QUESTIONS FROM MEMBERS .......ccururesensessesssssssssessssssssssssessssssssssssessssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssans 87
19.  PUBLIC QUESTION TIME.......ovursrueereeressesssssessssssssssssesssssssssssessssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssesssssssassans 87
20.  NEXT MEETING DATE ...c.vuvuurrunesseueesssssssessssssssssssssssssssssssssssesssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssesssssssnes 87

7 00 0 1 L 87



Council 3 28 March 2018

MINUTES
MINUTES OF A MEETING OF THE A MEETING OF THE BUSSELTON CITY COUNCIL HELD IN THE
COUNCIL CHAMBERS, ADMINISTRATION BUILDING, SOUTHERN DRIVE, BUSSELTON, ON 28 MARCH
2018 AT 5.30PM.

1. DECLARATION OF OPENING AND ANNOUNCEMENT OF VISITORS

The Presiding Member opened the meeting at 5.40pm.
2. ATTENDANCE

Presiding Member: Members:

Cr Grant Henley  Mayor Cr John McCallum Deputy Mayor
Cr Coralie Tarbotton
Cr Ross Paine
Cr Lyndon Miles
Cr Rob Bennett
Cr Paul Carter
Cr Robert Reekie
Cr Kelly Hick

Officers:

Mr Paul Needham, A/Chief Executive Officer

Mr Oliver Darby, Director, Engineering and Works Services

Mr Cliff Frewing, A/Director, Community and Commercial Services
Mr Tony Nottle, Director, Finance and Corporate Services

Ms Sarah Pierson, Manager, Governance and Corporate Services
Miss Kate Dudley, Administration Officer, Governance

Apologies

Mr Mike Archer, Chief Executive Officer

Approved Leave of Absence

Nil
Media:

“Busselton-Dunsborough Times”
“Busselton-Dunsborough Mail”

Public:
5
3. PRAYER

The prayer was delivered by Pastor Nigel Wittwer from Hope Christian Church.
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PUBLIC QUESTION TIME

Response to Previous Questions Taken on Notice
Nil

Public Question Time

Nil

ANNOUNCEMENTS WITHOUT DISCUSSION

Announcements by the Presiding Member

Nil

Announcements by other Members at the invitation of the Presiding Member
Nil

APPLICATION FOR LEAVE OF ABSENCE

Nil

PETITIONS AND PRESENTATIONS

Mr Kevin Merifield presented as a party with an interest on item 11.1 Application for
Development Approval - DA17/0651- Reception Centre, Lot 30 (70) Millbrook Road,
Yallingup. Mr Merifield is the proponent for the application and is in support of the
Officers Recommendation but is not in support of elements of the Alternative Motion,
namely proposed changes/additions to conditions 1b, 3.4.6b and 8 submitted by Cr Hick.
Mr Merifield indicated reluctant support for proposed changes to conditions 3.4.2, 3.4.7, 5
and 6.

DISCLOSURE OF INTERESTS

The Mayor noted that a declaration of impartiality interest had been received from:

° Cr Ross Paine in relation to agenda Item:

11.1  Application for Development Approval - DA17/0651- Reception Centre, Lot
30 (70) Millbrook Road, Yallingup

. Cr Kelly Hick in relation to agenda Item:

11.1  Application for Development Approval - DA17/0651- Reception Centre, Lot
30 (70) Millbrook Road, Yallingup

. Cr John McCallum in relation to agenda Item:

13.3  CSRFF Application Small Grants Round 2 Busselton Tennis Club

In accordance with the Local Government (Rules of Conduct) Regulations 2007 these
declarations will be read out immediately before Items 11.1 and 13.3 are discussed.
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9. CONFIRMATION AND RECEIPT OF MINUTES

Previous Council Meetings

9.1 Minutes of the Council Meeting held 14 March 2018

COUNCIL DECISION
C1803/046 Moved Deputy Mayor McCallum, seconded Councillor Tarbotton

That the Minutes of the Council Meeting held 14 March 2018 be confirmed as a true and
correct record.

CARRIED 9/0
Committee Meetings
9.2 Minutes of the Audit Committee held on 14 March 2018
COUNCIL DECISION
C1803/047 Moved Councillor P Carter, seconded Deputy Mayor McCallum

That the Minutes of the Audit Committee held on 14 March 2018 be confirmed as a true
and correct record.

CARRIED 9/0
9.3 Minutes of the Finance Committee Meeting held on 15 March 2018
COUNCIL DECISION
C1803/048 Moved Deputy Mayor McCallum, seconded Councillor Tarbotton

That the Minutes of the Finance Committee Meeting held on 15 March 2018 be confirmed
as a true and correct record.

CARRIED 9/0
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ITEMS BROUGHT FORWARD AND ADOPTION BY EXCEPTION RESOLUTION

At this juncture the Mayor advised the meeting that with the exception of the items
identified to be withdrawn for discussion, that the remaining reports, including the Officer
Recommendations, will be adopted en bloc.

RECOMMENDATION

That the Officer Recommendations in relation to the following agenda items be carried en

bloc:

11.2

13.1
13.2

14.2
15.1

PROPOSED MODIFICATION TO MCLACHLAN RIDGE STRUCTURE PLAN FOR LOT 220
BALMORAL DRIVE AND LOT 300 HEBRIDES CLOSE, QUINDALUP - FINAL ADOPTION

SEASCAPE AND SCULPTURE WALK

DRAFT GEOGRAPHE LEISURE CENTRE AND NATURALISTE COMMUNITY CENTRE
MASTER PLANS

LONG TERM FINANCIAL PLAN 1 JULY 2018 TO 30 JUNE 2028
COUNCILLORS' INFORMATION BULLETIN
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11.2 PROPOSED MODIFICATION TO MCLACHLAN RIDGE STRUCTURE PLAN FOR LOT 220
BALMORAL DRIVE AND LOT 300 HEBRIDES CLOSE, QUINDALUP - FINAL ADOPTION

SUBIJECT INDEX: Structure Plans, Local Development Plans and Activity Centre Plans
STRATEGIC OBJECTIVE: Planning strategies that foster the development of healthy
neighbourhoods that meet our needs as we grow.

BUSINESS UNIT: Strategic Planning and Development Services
ACTIVITY UNIT: Strategic Planning and Development Services
REPORTING OFFICER: Strategic Planner - William Hosken

AUTHORISING OFFICER: Director, Planning and Development Services - Paul Needham
VOTING REQUIREMENT:  Simple Majority
ATTACHMENTS: Attachment A Location Plan=
Attachment B Aerial Photograph=
Attachment C Commonage Policy Area Consolidated Structure Plan=
Attachment D Endorsed Structure Plan (DGP21)=
Attachment E Proposed Modified Structure Plan=
Attachment F  Bushfire Attack Level Contour Plan (Lot 220)=>
Attachment G Bushfire Attack Level Contour Plan (Lot 300)=
Attachment H Schedule of Submissions=>
Attachment | Draft Conditions=

PRECIS

The Council is requested to consider proposed modifications to the MclLachlan Ridge Structure Plan
for Lot 220 Balmoral Drive and Lot 300 Hebrides Close, Quindalup. The purpose of the proposed
modifications is to facilitate additional subdivision of these lots further to that approved in a
Structure Plan adopted by the City and the WA Planning Commission in 2010.

For reasons outlined in this report, City officers do not support the proposed modifications. The
proposal has been advertised, and is now presented to the Council for formal consideration prior to
forwarding the application to the WA Planning Commission for determination. This application is
being presented to the Council due to the level of interest and nature of the issues requiring
consideration.

BACKGROUND

The proposed Structure Plan modification relates to Lot 220 Balmoral Drive and Lot 300 Hebrides Close,
Quindalup within an area commonly referred to as ‘Mclachlan Ridge’ within the Commonage rural
residential area. A Location Plan and an Aerial Photograph of the subject site are provided as
Attachments A and B, respectively.

Lot 220 (11.61ha) and Lot 300 (22.21ha) are both zoned ‘Rural Residential’ and included within the
‘Landscape Value Area’ designated in Local Planning Scheme No. 21. Each of the lots is located within
the area subject to the Commonage Policy Area Consolidated Structure Plan (provided as Attachment
C) and a subsequent Development Guide Plan (now referred to as a Structure Plan, provided as
Attachment D) that was prepared to guide subdivision within the estate. Both of the lots contain
significant areas of remnant native vegetation and neither of the lots currently contain any existing
development.


../../../RedirectToInvalidFileName.aspx?FileName=OC_28032018_ATT_662.PDF
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The proposed Structure Plan modifications (provided as Attachment E) would enable further
subdivision as follows:

e Lot 220 into four lots — three additional lots between 2.11ha and 2.43ha and a balance title of
4 .9ha;

e Lot 300 into six lots — five additional lots of between 1.02ha and 1.41ha and a balance title of
16.4ha.

Technical reports provided in support of the proposal, discussed in further detail in this report, include:
e Environmental Assessment (2007)
e Flora Survey (2008)
e Local Water Management Strategy (2009)
e Bushfire Management Plans (2017) (extracted Bushfire Attack Level (BAL) Contour Maps
provided at Attachment F and Attachment G)

STATUTORY ENVIRONMENT

The key elements of the statutory environment with respect to this proposal are set out in the
relevant objectives, policies and provisions of the Planning and Development (Local Planning
Schemes) Regulations 2015 and the City of Busselton Local Planning Scheme No. 21.

Planning and Development (Local Planning Schemes) Regulations 2015

The Regulations came into operational effect on 19 October 2015 and introduced deemed provisions
for the preparation, advertising and approval of structure plans. The deemed provisions are adopted
into Local Planning Scheme No. 21 and define the process for receiving and assessing proposed
structure plans and/or modifications to same. Local governments are to have ‘due regard’ to
approved structure plans when making decisions relating to subdivision and development.

Local Planning Scheme No. 21

The subject properties are zoned ‘Rural Residential’, are located within a ‘Landscape Value Area’, and
are each subject to the designation of an ‘Additional Use’ right. Each of these considerations are
discussed below.

Rural Residential Zoning

The City’s assessment of the subject proposal against the relevant objectives of the ‘Rural
Residential’ Zone is as follows:

(a) To encourage development for the purpose of closer rural settlement on land which is
suitable for such a purpose, and is in reasonable proximity to existing urban areas;

For reasons further discussed in the ‘Officer Comment’ section of this report, City officers do
not believe that issues affecting the potential consolidation of rural residential development
in this location have been adequately addressed.

Further, City officers consider that potential consolidation of rural residential development
within the Commonage area should not occur on an ad-hoc or piecemeal basis and instead
be advanced by the City in order for strategic considerations relating to bushfire risk,
infrastructure, servicing, integrated road networks, et al to be addressed holistically.
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(b) To ensure that development maintains the rural character of the locality, maintains a
high level of residential amenity and minimises disturbance to the landscape through
construction of buildings and structures, clearing, earthworks and access roads.

The subject proposal has not detailed or sought to address potential impacts to character
and amenity that may result from additional subdivision occurring. This matter has been
raised in public submissions and will be discussed in further detail in the ‘Consultation’
section of this report.

The City’s assessment of the subject proposal against the relevant policies of the ‘Rural Residential’
Zone is as follows:

(a) To encourage rural residential subdivision by permitting a range of lot sizes in
conventional subdivision subject to a general minimum lot area of 1 hectare with an
average minimum lot area of approximately 2 hectares; and providing greater flexibility
for lots created within appropriate cluster subdivisions or by strata or survey strata
subdivision, dependent upon the special physical characteristics of the land.

The Mclachlan Ridge estate has already been subdivided to the minimum average lot size
allowable of 2 hectares. The subject proposal involves additional subdivision at a higher
density without sufficient rationale and contrary to the guidance of the Commonage Policy
Area Consolidated Structure Plan.

(e) To encourage generally, and require specifically in rural residential subdivision, the
provision of vegetation and fauna corridors and the revegetation of the land.

(f) To adequately protect any areas or sites of conservation value within the design of any
subdivision and development.

For the reasons discussed in the ‘Officer Comment’ section of this report, City officers
consider that the subject proposal may compromise the achievement of these policies within
the Mclachlan Ridge area.

(g) To provide flexibility for the development of appropriately located and scaled tourist
facilities consistent with preservation of residential amenity.

Lots 220 and 300 are each subject to an ‘Additional Use’ provision that provides for the
development of six and nine chalets (respectively). As discussed below, City officers consider
this to be the optimal form of providing for tourist accommodation in this location, and the
existing lot sizes as best preserving the opportunity for the development of other types of
tourist facilities as well.

(h) To implement to the adopted recommendations and outcomes of the Local Rural
Planning Strategy, adopted by the local government and endorsed by the Commission.

This is discussed in the ‘Relevant Plans and Policies’ section of this report.
Landscape Value Area
The provisions of the Scheme relating to the ‘Landscape Value Area’ require development to be

compatible with the maintenance and enhancement of the existing rural and scenic character and
environmental values of the locality.
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Potential impacts on character and amenity have been raised in public submissions, and are
discussed in further detail in the ‘Consultation’ section of this report. Outstanding environmental
issues identified by City officers are discussed in the ‘Officer Comment’ section of this report.

Additional Uses

Lot 220 is identified in the Scheme as being subject to ‘Additional Use No. 75’, and Lot 300 is subject
to ‘Additional Use No. 76, as follows:

No. Particulars of Land | Land Use Permitted/ Conditions
Specified
A75 Pt Lot 4208 Biddle | Chalet 1. The Additional Use specified shall be deemed to
Road, Quindalup be a “D” use for the purpose of the Scheme.

2. Development is restricted to the Additional Use
area depicted on the Scheme map.

3. Chalet development limited to a maximum
number of six (6) chalets providing a variety of
accommodation options to a maximum combined
floor area of 900m?” and reflect a rural tourist

character.
A76 Pt Lot 4208 Biddle | Chalet 1. The Additional Use specified shall be deemed to
Road, Quindalup be a “D” use for the purpose of the Scheme.

2. Development is restricted to the Additional Use
area depicted on the Scheme map.

3. Chalet development limited to a maximum
number of nine (9) chalets providing a variety of
accommodation options to a maximum combined
floor area of 1350m’ and reflect a rural tourist
character.

The subject proposal is to modify the relevant Structure Plan only and does not discuss how these
additional use provisions would subsequently apply. City officers consider that it is in the interests of
orderly and proper planning to address whether it is intended to retain these additional use
provisions and to initiate action to provide clarity and guidance for subsequent development. This
matter is further discussed in the ‘Officer Comment’ section of this report.

RELEVANT PLANS AND POLICIES
The key policies relevant to the proposal are:

e State Planning Policy 3.7: Planning in Bushfire Prone Areas and the Guidelines for Planning in
Bushfire Prone Areas;

e State Planning Policy 6.1: Leeuwin-Naturaliste Ridge Policy;

e WA Planning Commission Draft Leeuwin Naturaliste Sub-regional Planning Strategy;

e City of Busselton Draft Local Planning Strategy;

e City of Busselton Local Rural Planning Strategy, and;

e Commonage Policy Area Consolidated Structure Plan.

Each is addressed below under appropriate subheadings.

State Planning Policy 3.7: Planning in Bushfire Prone Areas (2015) and the Guidelines for Planning
in Bushfire Prone Areas (2017)

State Planning Policy 3.7 Planning in Bushfire Prone Areas (SPP 3.7) assists in reducing the risk of
bushfire to people, property and infrastructure by encouraging a conservative approach to strategic
planning, subdivision, development and other planning proposals in bushfire-prone areas.
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SPP 3.7 applies to planning applications located on properties that are designated ‘bushfire prone
areas’. The SPP identifies information that is required to accompany a strategic planning proposal,
being:

e A Bushfire Hazard Level (BHL) assessment determining the applicable hazard level(s) across
the subject land;

e A Bushfire Attack Level (BAL) Contour Map where the lot layout of the proposal is known, to
determine the indicative acceptable BAL ratings across the site;

e The identification of any bushfire hazard issues arising from the relevant assessment; and

e C(Clear demonstration that the proposal complies with the bushfire protection criteria of the
Guidelines.

The Guidelines for Planning in Bushfire Prone Areas (version 1.3) supplement SPP 3.7 to assist with
interpretation and provide advice on how bushfire risk is to be addressed when designing or
assessing a proposal within a bushfire-prone area.

Further discussion on compliance of the subject proposal with SPP 3.7 and the Guidelines is provided
in the ‘Officer Comment’ section of this report, and in relation to advice provided by the Department
of Fire & Emergency Services. City officers do not consider that the subject proposal has adequately
addressed bushfire risk management concerns.

State Planning Policy 6.1: Leeuwin-Naturaliste Ridge Policy (2003)

State Planning Policy 6.1: Leeuwin-Naturaliste Ridge Policy (LNRSPP) defines the subject locality of
the proposal as ‘Rural Residential’, and it is referred to as ‘The Commonage’. It acknowledges that
the locality has environmental features worth preserving despite being zoned and identified for Rural
Residential development.

Draft Leeuwin Naturaliste Sub-regional Planning Strategy (2017)

The draft LNSPS was advertised in late 2017 and outlines the position of the WA Planning
Commission in several ways relevant to this proposal:

e No support for the expansion of rural residential zoned areas unless already strategically
identified;

e Support only for proposals that improve the management of bushfire risk;

e Concurrent consideration of bushfire risk management with landscape, ecological and
biodiversity values and management plans;

e A presumption against further clearing and for the location of new development on cleared
land.

City officers do not consider that bushfire and environmental issues have been sufficiently addressed
in order that the subject proposal may be considered compliant with the relevant provisions of the
draft LNSPS.
Draft City of Busselton Local Planning Strategy (2016)
The City’s Draft Local Planning Strategy includes the provision to:

“Support and pro-actively plan to identify suitable areas for re-subdivision/consolidation of

existing rural-residential development in both the Commonage and Dunbarton rural
residential areas.”
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Supporting description is as follows:

“In accordance with the draft South West Planning and Infrastructure Framework no new
rural residential areas are proposed and the strategy provides the scope to consider limited
further subdivision and consolidation within the existing rural-residential areas of
Commonage and Dunbarton, where there is seen to be a demonstrable community benefit
and having regard to environmental, landscape/visual amenity and biodiversity values, as
well as bushfire risk. This will contribute to the more efficient use of land, services and
infrastructure and will maximise the number of rural residential lots without needing to
alienate additional areas of rural land.”

As discussed in the ‘Officer Comment’ section of this report, the subject proposal is not considered
by officers to sufficiently demonstrate achievement against the principles outlined, especially in
terms of demonstrable community benefit.

Further, the position of City officers is that consolidation within identified rural residential areas
should not occur on an ad-hoc or piecemeal basis and instead be advanced by the City in order for
strategic considerations relating to bushfire risk, infrastructure, servicing, integrated road networks,
et al to be addressed holistically, if consolidation is in fact going to occur.

City of Busselton Local Rural Planning Strategy (2006)

The subject land is located within Precinct 6 ‘Commonage’ of the Local Rural Planning Strategy. The
strategy describes the precinct as “comprising the existing Commonage Rural Residential Policy Area
South of Dunsborough and north of Wildwood Road”.

The vision of the precinct is to:

e “consolidate rural residential land use and provide for diversification in small-scale and low-key
tourist, rural and home based activities in a manner that sustains the existing natural
environment, landscape values and residential amenity of the area with well-developed
pedestrian and habitat/biodiversity links;” and

e “promote the retention of the rural amenity and appropriate scaled rural land uses where
compatible with rural residential amenity”.

Specifically relating to subdivision the strategy states that “rural residential subdivision is limited to
existing Rural Residential Zones and is in accordance with the adopted Structure and Development
Guide Plans”. Subdivision is also to be in accordance with SPP 6.1 and the Commonage Policy Area
Consolidated Structure Plan.

Commonage Policy Area Consolidated Structure Plan (2004)

The Commonage Policy Area Consolidated Structure Plan (CPACSP) was endorsed by the City and the
WAPC in 2004 as a guide to planning and development within the 'Commonage’ area.

The subject site is identified on the CPACSP as being part of a ‘Cluster Precinct’, comprised of areas of
land identified for closer subdivision as well as for open landscape/ rural production and
revegetation corridors (limiting subdivision). The following provisions of the CPACSP are relevant:

e Structure Plan Notation 1 —

“Rezoning and subdivision of land within the Cluster Precinct for Rural Residential purposes
shall be subject to the provisions of the Shire of Busselton Rural Strategy 1993 (average lot
size 3ha). However Council may consider an increase in density (to average lot size 2ha) in
respect of the Cluster Precinct provided that the proposed plan of subdivision is consistent
with the Statement of Intent, adopts the principles of cluster design and development and the
applicant can show to Council a demonstrable benefit to the community in departing from
the provisions of the Rural Strategy.”
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e Structure Plan Notation 4 —
“Additional subdivision of Rural Residential, Open Landscape or Rural Production lots shall
not be supported by Council, except where specifically provided for on an endorsed
Development Guide Plan.”

e Planning Policy Statement 2 —
“Rural residential subdivision of land within the Policy Area shall include a broad range of lot
sizes in accordance with the Town Planning Scheme provisions and shall recognise areas of
open landscape and remnant vegetation appropriately. Lots ranging upwards from 5,000m2
may be considered by the Shire in the ‘Cluster Precinct’ only in subdivision proposals that
adopt a clustered approach to design. Smaller lot sizes may also be considered where
provided for on an endorsed development guide plan.”

For reasons outlined in the ‘Officer Comment’ section of this report, the subject proposal is
considered inconsistent with these provisions of the CPACSP.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

There are not considered to be any long term financial implications for the City arising from the
proposal.

STRATEGIC COMMUNITY OBJECTIVES

The recommendation of officers provided in this report is consistent with community objective 2.1 of
the City’s Strategic Community Plan 2017, which is — ‘Planning strategies that foster the development
of neighbourhoods that meet our needs as we grow’ and 3.1, being ‘Development is managed
sustainably and our environment valued’.

RISK ASSESSMENT

An assessment of the potential implications of implementing the ‘Officer Recommendation’ has been
undertaken using the City’s risk assessment framework. The assessment identified ‘downside’ risks
only, rather than upside risks as well. In this regard, there are no significant risks identified.

It is noted that support for this proposal by the City or the WA Planning Commission may result in the
establishment of a precedent for re-subdivision occurring within the Commonage rural residential
area contrary to the Commonage Consolidated Structure Plan and without sufficient broad scale
assessment of whether and where this might be appropriate.

CONSULTATION

The subject proposal was advertised for public consultation between 12 January 2018 and 1 March
2018.

This was extended beyond the required 28 day advertising period to enable potentially affected
landowners to be notified of a modification to the originally advertised proposal. This modification —
the relocation of the building envelope on proposed Lot 6, on existing Lot 300 — was requested by
the proponent in order to align with the recommendations of the Bushfire Management Plan.

The proposal was also referred to the Department of Fire & Emergency Services and the Department
of Biodiversity, Conservation & Attractions for comment. Preliminary advice received from the
Department of Water & Environmental Regulation — on the potential need for revisions to the
relevant local water management plan — indicated that referral to this agency was not necessary.
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Thirteen submissions were received during the advertising period, including 12 submissions from
members of the public and 1 submission from the Department of Fire & Emergency Services (DFES).

Advice was received from the DFES indicating that:

e DFES concurs with the assessment of the City regarding compliance with SPP 3.7 and the
Planning for Bushfire Protection Guidelines, and notes the deficiencies that are required to
be addressed;

e Access arrangements are not clearly substantiated or verified, and;

e The submitted Bushfire Management Plans require significant review before further
consideration of the proposal can be undertaken.

A response has not been received from the Department of Biodiversity, Conservation & Attractions.
Outstanding environmental considerations that warrant the advice of the Department are discussed
in further detail in the ‘Officer Comment’ section of this report.

Public submissions have been recorded and summarised in the Schedule of Submissions provided as
Attachment H. Each of these submissions either opposes the subject proposal and/or identifies
various concerns, including:

e Impact on views, privacy, visual amenity and character from increased development;

e Impacts on neighbouring property values, and the equity of proposing this change following
the development of the estate in accordance with the originally adopted Structure Plan;

e Lack of any tangible community benefit being demonstrated, with a potentially negative
impact on neighbouring area;

e Extent of clearing of remnant native bushland and the impacts on the habitat and movement
of fauna species;

e Existing bushfire risk and limitations of existing access;

e Operation of commercial holiday homes in the area impacting on traffic, noise and amenity;

e Noise, dust and traffic resulting from development activity.

Although some of the issues raised are not valid planning considerations these submissions have
highlighted a number of relevant issues that, in the opinion of City officers, have not been adequately
addressed within the proposal at this stage. Responses to these issues by officers are recorded in the
Schedule of Submissions, and are further discussed in the ‘Officer Comment’ section of this report
where indicated.

OFFICER COMMENT

Officers have undertaken an assessment of the proposal in accordance with the relevant legislative
and policy framework and the proposal, as submitted, is not supported for the reasons identified
below. The proponent was advised of the position of City officers at both pre- and post-lodgement
stages.

Bushfire Risk Management

The Bushfire Management Plans (BMPs) submitted in support of this proposal do not meet the
requirements of State Planning Policy 3.7 (SPP 3.7) and the Guidelines for Planning in Bushfire Prone
Areas (‘the Guidelines’) for the following reasons:

Qualification Requirements

The BMPs have not been prepared by a practitioner/s with the requisite level of qualifications.
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The Guidelines, in outlining the accreditation requirements referred to in SPP 3.7, provide that the
preparation of a BMP should be undertaken by a Level 2 or Level 3 Accredited Bushfire Planning
Practitioner or, where a BMP does not meet the accepted standards outlined in the Guidelines and
instead proposes to mitigate bushfire risk via performance-based solutions, by a Level 3 Accredited
Practitioner.

The BMPs prepared in support of the subject proposal rely on a performance-based solution with
regards to access arrangements (as discussed in further detail below) and have been prepared by a
Level 1 BAL Assessor.

The City may currently exercise its discretion (although it is expected that this will change in the near
future) in choosing to accept a BMP prepared by an under-qualified or unqualified practitioner. City
officers would not recommend that this occurs without, or contrary to, the advice of the DFES (as the
peak authority on such matters) as to the appropriateness of doing so in respect to the overall
bushfire mitigation measures proposed.

Were the BMPs supporting the subject proposal prepared by a Level 3 Accredited Practitioner, the
City could be confident in accepting that professional assessment (supported by requisite indemnity)
of the bushfire mitigation measures proposed.

Currency with Guidelines

The submitted BMPs have been prepared, and subsequently updated, in accordance with version 1.1
of the Guidelines. However, the BMPs should have been reviewed and updated in accordance with
the current version 1.3 of the Guidelines, particularly with regards to mapping standards.

Asset Protection Zones
With regards to Asset Protection Zones (APZs) —

(i) The relocation of the building envelope for proposed Lot 6 (within existing Lot 300) is
required in order for the accompanying APZ to be wholly contained within the proposed
lot.

(ii)  The BMPs could be improved by more clearly denoting the width of the proposed APZs,
which are identified in the table within a diagram only. Proposed at 15 metres width,
comment and justification should also be provided, as this represents a variation from the
25 metre standard prescribed in the City’s ‘Firebreak and Fuel Hazard Reduction Notice’
and does not therefore reflect the City’s advised position. Notwithstanding this, the
Guidelines (Appendix 4, Element 2, A2.1) allow for reduced APZs where a BAL
construction rating of no greater than BAL-29 can be provided.

(iii)  Further, the use of both building envelopes and building exclusion areas is unnecessary
and may result in confusion as to where future development may be allowed.

These three issues are considered to be relatively minor in nature and could potentially be resolved
via revisions to the BMP and Structure Plan.

Bushfire Attack Level (BAL) Contours

With regards to the determination of Bushfire Attack Level (BAL) contours, details of the BAL
determining inputs (eg. slope and vegetation clearing) have not been provided. There is a lack of
clarity on how the BAL contours have been determined and, in turn, how the BAL levels internal to
the boundary of the building envelopes were derived.
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Details of the slope under vegetation have not been provided or the adjustment of BAL contours in
relation to this clearly demonstrated, particularly as this might be expected to extend the BAL
contours for proposed lots within Lot 220.

The BAL contours identified are also not consistent with the existing extent of vegetation, and the
BMPs do not identify whether (and the extent to which) clearing is necessary within these areas. This
matter requires immediate clarification in order for the environmental impact of this proposal to be
considered in detail.

Secondary Access

The acceptable solutions of the Guidelines indicate (Appendix 4, Element 3, A3.1) that vehicle access
is required to be provided via two or more alternate means, in order to allow multiple points of
access and escape.

At present the Mclachlan Ridge estate is serviced by a single means of vehicle access via the public
road system (being via Balmoral Drive to Biddle Road, some 2 kilometres from the furthest of the
proposed lots), and instead relies upon the provision of emergency access ways to support an
unintegrated cul-de-sac road system. This is a result of this estate having been approved for
development prior to more recently introduced bushfire protection requirements.

The Guidelines indicate (Part E3.1) that this can potentially be supported, as follows:

“Two-way access should be provided as a public road; however, where a public road cannot
be provided, (this will need to be demonstrated by the proponent providing justification for
why this cannot be achieved) an emergency access way may be considered.”

City officers consider that the intensification of land use within this area should therefore:

(i) Incorporate means of improving access, where possible, and;
(i)  Be assessed as a performance-based solution under the Guidelines.

At such time as land to the west (Lot 34 Sheoak Drive) is subdivided in accordance with a recently
approved structure plan, a road connection between Sheoak Drive and the current termination of
Kinross Loop will be constructed that provides this secondary means of access/ escape. However, this
outcome:

(i) Cannot be automatically required upon approval of the subject proposal;

(i)  Would have to be negotiated with the owner of adjoining Lot 34, as it is contained within
another structure plan area and is not otherwise provided for as part of the CPACSP, and;

(iii)  Will not ultimately occur until subdivision of this adjoining land, including construction of
this road connection, is both approved and constructed.

The provision of improved secondary access, therefore, cannot necessarily be guaranteed by this
means in order to support the intensification of land use that is currently proposed. This may well
occur in the future but, in and of itself, this would not overcome City officers concerns with the
subject proposal.

As the provision of secondary access via emergency access ways is considered an alternative and less
desirable approach within the Guidelines, City officers consider that the BMPs for the subject
proposal should clearly outline and address this issue as an alternative, performance-based solution
to the provision of secondary access. This position is supported by the DFES.
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Broadly, this issue of bushfire planning supports the position of the City that the piecemeal re-
subdivision and consolidation of lots within Commonage is not appropriate or desirable.

Subdivision Opportunity & Flexibility of Lot Sizes

The ‘Cluster Precinct’ within the CPACSP allows for an average lot size of 3ha to be reduced to 2ha
where this is “...consistent with the Statement of Intent, adopts the principles of cluster design and
development and the applicant can show to Council a demonstrable benefit to the community in
departing from the provisions of the Rural Strategy”.

Across the Mclachlan Ridge estate, 71 lots have been subdivided at an overall average lot size of 2ha
(over a total area of approximately 142ha). Under the provisions of the CPACSP, the available
subdivision opportunity within this area has been already exhausted (including the flexibility to
conditionally achieve additional lots at a reduced average lot size) and the re-subdivision of existing
lots would therefore further reduce the overall average lot size below that allowed for by the
CPACSP.

Officers consider that the existing endorsed Mclachlan Ridge Structure Plan incorporating the
subject sites appropriately identifies and provides for the retention of the ‘Open Landscape/ Rural
Production’ areas denoted on the CPACSP. Further subdivision of these areas is therefore
inconsistent with the intent of the CPACSP and will diminish the environmental values and
landscape/ visual amenity as well as compromise available opportunities for small scale rural
production. This matter has not been addressed by the proponent to the satisfaction of the City, and
is identified as a concern within public submissions.

The Draft LPS adopted by the City similarly identifies that additional subdivision will be considered by
the City within the Commonage area “...where there is seen to be a demonstrable community benefit
and having regard to environmental, landscape/visual amenity and biodiversity values, as well as
bushfire risk”. As discussed, the subject proposal has not adequately addressed or demonstrated
compliance with any of these principles.

Further, the position of City officers is that consolidation within Commonage (as with other rural
residential areas) should not occur on an ad-hoc or piecemeal basis and instead be reviewed and
coordinated in a timely and strategic way by the City in order for considerations relating to bushfire
risk, infrastructure, servicing, integrated road networks, ecological linkages, landscape values et al to
be addressed holistically in the interest of orderly and proper planning. Given the breadth of issues
concerned and the number of landowners involved in the case of Commonage, it is appropriate that
such a review is coordinated by the City.

Were the Council and/or the WA Planning Commission to support this proposal, it would constitute
support for ad hoc re-subdivision more or less throughout the Commonage.

Community Benefit

Notwithstanding that conditional subdivision flexibility under the CPACSP has already been
exhausted, the subject proposal has not attempted to meet the ‘demonstrable community benefit’
criteria that would otherwise be applied to consideration of additional subdivision within the Cluster
Precinct. In other similar circumstances such community benefit has been demonstrated as a
requirement of subdivision approval through the creation of land for the development of community
facilities, construction of desirable road connections and integrated networks, and the provision of
developer contributions (ie. the South Biddle precinct developer contributions applied an ‘above and
beyond’ community benefit not just ‘as required’ contributions for community infrastructure and
facilities).
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The current proposal fails to address this significant matter.

During the public advertising period City officers were approached by the applicant who proposed, as
a means of providing community benefit, to improve the gravel accessway contained on Lot 2004
Hebrides Close (currently designated as a Pedestrian Access Way) to a rural road standard. City
officers advised in response that this was not supported and would not result in any change to the
City’s position on the proposed structure plan modifications.

The conversion of this Pedestrian Access Way to a road reserve and its construction to a roadway
standard provides for a very insignificant improvement to the access network with regards to
bushfire risk mitigation. The effect of this proposal would be the extension of a cul-de-sac and
reduction in the length of an emergency accessway, but this does not provide a meaningfully
integrated road connection (further construction within, and re-dedication of, the former McLachlan
Road reserve would be required) or sufficient secondary access to the MclLachlan Ridge estate (due
to its location within this area).

City officers consider that it is unlikely that this proposal would be broadly supported by the
community as an adequate means of providing a demonstrated community benefit. City officers also
consider that it is highly unlikely that landowners within the vicinity would broadly support this
action on account of a recent decision by the City to close this portion of the former McLachlan Road
reserve.

Any proposed means of demonstrating community benefit that is introduced for consideration
should, at this stage, necessitate re-advertising of the subject proposal.

Environmental Matters

Environmental assessment and survey was completed comprehensively for the locality, including the
subject sites, in 2007-08 and it is not expected that any significant change has occurred to local
conditions to necessitate this work being repeated. While there has been recent changes in the
requirements associated with vegetation clearing and impacts on listed fauna species, these obligations
(where relevant) must be met by the proponent outside of the planning framework. Details of the
extent of clearing required to accommodate proposed additional development and bushfire risk
mitigation has not been specifically documented, and the acceptability, or otherwise, of this is
therefore difficult to assess.

The proponent has not identified whether any changes to management plans for the Western Ringtail
Possum and Western Grey Kangaroo are needed as a result of the modified subdivision layout. This
matter was raised in several public submissions; however, advice has not been received from the
Department of Biodiversity, Conservation & Attractions to allow for the City to reasonably determine
whether it is necessary or not that this occurs. As such, City officers recommend that, should
approval of the proposed modified Structure Plan be granted, a relevant condition is added (as a
precautionary measure) to the Structure Plan that requires these fauna management plans to be
updated to the satisfaction of that Department.

City officers have identified the need to relocate the building envelope on proposed Lot 6 (existing Lot
300) to enable the asset protection zone to be wholly contained within the lot; however, the existence
of a building envelope in this general location has received specific comment within public submissions
about the potential impacts on the privacy and amenity enjoyed by neighbouring landowners. The
location of this building envelope is inappropriately located from this perspective, and City officers
consider the deletion of proposed Lot 6 or the relocation of this building envelope would be a
reasonable response. Notwithstanding, without resolving the ultimate location of this building
envelope, and associated clearing requirements, the environmental impacts cannot be properly
quantified.
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The proposed modified Structure Plan identifies building envelope locations for each of the proposed
lots but, in the absence of guidance on the potential development of chalets on each of the subject
sites, it remains unclear how such development might relate to the proposed building envelopes and
whether additional clearing may be required for this purpose.

Additional Use

As outlined in the ‘Statutory Environment’ section of this report, existing Lots 220 and 300 are
subject to additional use provisions that permit the development of 6 and 9 chalets, respectively, to
identified maximum floor areas.

Development Density and Impact

These provisions are contained in the Scheme and would therefore apply over and above what is
foreshadowed in the proposed modified Structure Plan. The proposed modified Structure Plan
would, if adopted, result in the potential to develop both 6 houses and 9 chalets on existing Lot 300
and both 4 houses and 6 chalets on existing Lot 220. This is well in excess of the density of
development that exists elsewhere in the Commonage, and that could reasonably be expected to
occur within a rural residential area under the existing planning framework.

This significant increase in development density has been noted in several submissions, and in the
opinion of City officers it is reasonable to expect that this would result in a significant change to the
character and amenity of the immediate local area. The effect of this density would be exacerbated
by its confinement to those portions of Lots 220 and 300 that are not subject to development
exclusion (by conservation covenant).

In the event that approval of the proposed modified Structure Plan was granted by the Council,
although this is not the recommendation of City officers, additional measures and controls should be
applied to mitigate potential impacts on visual amenity, privacy and landscape character.

Implementation

The subdivision of Lots 220 and 300 as per the proposed modified Structure Plan would result in a
lack of clarity as to how these additional use provisions are applied. In particular, how the
opportunity to develop chalets is apportioned between each of the proposed lots. It is also not clear
from the subject proposal whether such additional uses are intended to be be accommodated within
the identified building envelopes or elsewhere, if at all.

In the event that approval of the proposed modified Structure Plan was granted, specific conditions
should also be applied to the Structure Plan to guide the application of the additional use provisions
(to properly situate and apportion chalet development).

Deletion of Additional Use Provisions

The potential development of chalets (additional uses) on fragmented rural residential allotments, as
is in effect being proposed here, would be an undesirable planning outcome. Any consideration of
closer subdivision should require the prior removal of any additional use right from these subject
properties. The deletion of these additional uses could occur via a Scheme Amendment, thereby
removing the ability to develop chalets; however, City officers consider that the development of rural
residential lots instead of chalets might reduce the extent of this deleterious outcome but would still
not represent a desirable outcome. The development of additional rural residential lots, as proposed,
would result in a high development density and greater impacts on amenity.
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Tourism Accommodation

The impact of holiday homes and tourism accommodation on adjoining landowners has been raised
in a number of public submissions.

In considering the management of development density and impacts on amenity, as well as broader
objectives supporting the tourism industry, City officers prefer the existing additional use provisions
providing for chalet development over the potential for the development of commercial holiday
homes on smaller rural residential lots.

The development of chalets on one or both of the existing lots (Lots 220 and 300) would involve
common management, which typically supports a more responsive management regime to noise,
privacy and other operational issues. The development of chalets also avoids mixing holiday homes
and residential properties, and is more likely to be developed with a consistent design theme.

As such, any consideration of deleting the existing additional use provisions could not be assumed to
address the concerns outlined by City officers and raised in public submissions where this was
predicated on support for additional subdivision.

CONCLUSION

As a result of the assessment detailed above, City officers recommend that the Council provides a
recommendation to the WA Planning Commission not to support the proposed modified Structure
Plan. The reasons for this are, in the opinion of City officers, inconsistency with the following
planning instruments:

e The objectives and policies of the ‘Rural Residential’ Zone in Local Planning Scheme No. 21,
with regards to development density, landscape character, amenity and environmental
considerations;

e Inconsistency of the proposal with the aims and objectives of the Local Rural Planning
Strategy and the Commonage Policy Area Consolidated Structure Plan, on the basis that the
subdivision potential in this locality has already been exhausted;

e Inconsistency with the principles of the Draft Leeuwin-Naturaliste Sub-Regional Planning
Strategy, with regards to the inappropriate fragmentation of existing rural residential lots,
and in consideration of bushfire risk, landscape/ character protection and environmental
matters;

e Inconsistency with the principles of the Draft Local Planning Strategy, with regards to the
consideration of bushfire risk, landscape/ character protection and environmental matters,
and the lack of demonstrable community benefit provided, and;

e Inconsistency with the requirements of State Planning Policy 3.7 and the Planning for
Bushfire Protection Guidelines with regards to the mitigation of bushfire risk.

OPTIONS

The Council may consider alternatives to the ‘Officer Recommendation’, including supporting the
subject proposal, with or without conditions to be specified. Officers do not recommend this option
for the reasons outlined in this report.

TIMELINE FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF OFFICER RECOMMENDATION

Implementation of the Officer Recommendation would occur within 30 days of the date of the
Council’s decision.
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COUNCIL DECISION AND OFFICER RECOMMENDATION
C1803/049 Moved Councillor Tarbotton , seconded Councillor L Miles

That the Council:

1. Pursuant to Part 4 of the Deemed Provisions (Schedule 2) of the Planning and Development
(Local Planning Schemes) Regulations 2015, resolves to forward the proposed modified
Structure Plan to the WA Planning Commission for determination, inclusive of a
recommendation not to support this proposal for the reasons specified in this report.

2. Pursuant to Cl. 19 of Schedule 2 of the Planning and Development (Local Planning Schemes)
Regulations 2015, endorses the Schedule of Submissions at Attachment H prepared in
response to the public consultation undertaken in relation to the proposed modified
Structure Plan.

CARRIED 9/0
EN BLOC
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131 SEASCAPE AND SCULPTURE WALK

SUBJECT INDEX: Arts and Culture

STRATEGIC OBJECTIVE: A community with access to a range of cultural and art, social and
recreational facilities and experiences.

BUSINESS UNIT: Community Services

ACTIVITY UNIT: Community Services

REPORTING OFFICER: Cultural Development Officer - Jacquie Happ

AUTHORISING OFFICER: Director, Community and Commercial Services - Cliff Frewing

VOTING REQUIREMENT: Simple Majority

ATTACHMENTS: Nil

PRECIS

This report seeks approval for Officers to progress a proposal for a sculpture walk to be installed on
the Busselton Jetty. The report outlines the consultation undertaken, the process to be followed and
anticipated timeframe.

BACKGROUND

Local resident Mrs Dianne Laurance approached the City of Busselton to create a sculpture walk on
the Busselton Foreshore and it was recommended that the Busselton Jetty might also be a landscape
for the sculptures. Mrs Laurance outlined her idea to Councillors at a lunchtime presentation in June
2017, the concept being she would invite West Australian philanthropists to commission, donate and
install sculptures on the Busselton Jetty to create a world class seascape and sculpture walk along its
length.

The presentation was received positively by Councillors, and Officers were asked to investigate the
feasibility of sculptures being installed on the jetty. Consequently:

e A meeting of Officers, some Busselton Jetty Inc (BJI) staff and Board members was
held to identify locations with suitable deck loads and access considering the legal
requirements for areas around the Jetty Train operations;

e State Heritage Office provided general approval of the concept with the proviso that
they are kept informed of progress as it develops;

e Department of Transport informed the City that no approvals were required;

e Presentations were made to BJI Board and BJI Members;

e Three community surveys were conducted over 3 months; and

e Council was provided with an update on the project during a briefing session.

This report recommends that Council approve the project to proceed, and permit Mrs Laurance to
work with Officers to approach philanthropists to commission, donate and install sculptures on the
Busselton Jetty with an unveiling or community celebration at completion of the project. The report
notes that the project will have a small impact on the Public Artworks Maintenance budget from
2020/2021.

STATUTORY ENVIRONMENT

Jetties Act 1926

The Jetty is located on Crown land (Reserve 46715), which is vested with the City of Busselton for the
purposes of ‘Tourism, Recreation and Heritage’. Pursuant to Section 7 of the Jetties Act 1926 the
Department of Transport (DoT) granted the City a licence to construct, maintain and use the
Busselton Jetty as a private jetty for purposes of recreation, tourism and heritage (DoT Licence).
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Rail Safety Act 2010

To ensure compliance with the Rail Safety Act 2010, the City is obligated to inform the DoT of all
additions and alterations to the jetty structure. The Office of Rail Safety can provide guidance on the
management of risks associated with railway operations and make special provision for the control of
particular risks arising from railway operations.

The DoT has been informed and no approvals are required from them for projects of this nature.

Heritage of Western Australia Act 1990

The Act provides for, and encourages, the conservation of places which have significance to the
cultural heritage in the State with a range of regulatory orders to provide special protection for a
place. The Busselton Jetty was listed on the State Heritage Register on 22 November 2013.
Accordingly, Section 78 of the Act requires the State Heritage Office to be kept informed of the
project to ensure that it visually integrates with heritage features of the Jetty and any works are fully
reversible and do not damage historic fabric.

Curatorial Panel

The Curatorial Panel is not a statutory body and primarily provides an advisory role for Council and
City Officers. The panel will ensure that the following is taken into consideration when assessing the
sculptures and their location:

e Access for the Busselton Jetty Train operations;

e Capacity of the jetty deck loads; and

e themes of the sculptures are appropriate for the community and relate to the Jetty
as outlined by the State Heritage Listing.

RELEVANT PLANS AND POLICIES

Social Plan 2015-2025

Public Artwork plays a key role in delivering the City’s Social Plan 2015 — 2025 in providing a
welcoming community with vibrant and attractive places and spaces where local heritage and culture
is valued. In particular the Social Plan 2015-2025 identifies the need to facilitate the development of
arts and culture by the continued implementation of the Cultural Plan and Local Cultural Planning
Strategy (LCPS).

Local Cultural Planning Strategy
The City of Busselton adopted the LCPS in August 2011. The aim of the strategy is to conserve the
key cultural elements of the City’s towns and rural areas and to maintain these elements over time.

Cultural Plan

The City’s Cultural Plan was adopted in 2005 and provides recommendations on the future directions
of arts and culture in the City of Busselton and encourages the development of a collective
community cultural vision and plan.

Asset Management Plan

The Local Government Act 1995 S5.56 (1) requires the Local Government to develop a “plan for the
future” and further detail in relation to this requirement is provided in regulation 19 of the Local
Government (Administration) Regulations. The Local Government is required to have a corporate
business plan linking to long term financial planning that integrates asset management, workforce
planning and specific council plans (informing strategies) with a strategic plan.
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City of Busselton Jetties Local Law 2014

Written consent of the City is required under s2.19 (Miscellaneous Provisions) of the Busselton
Jetties Local Law (2014) for the sculptures to be installed for the City through S2.19 1(e) place or
display any sign, advertisement or fixture of any nature on the Land or on or from the jetties;.

Under s3.1 Application for Consent s3.1 1 where a person is required to obtain the consent of the
local government under this law, that the person must apply for the consent in the manner required
by the local government, the City may approve its own project.

Busselton Jetty 50-Year Maintenance Plan

The Busselton Jetty 50-Year Maintenance Plan identifies the maintenance, capital replacement and
capital upgrade tasks required to maintain the Busselton Jetty, including the exterior and structural
maintenance of the Interpretive Centre and the Underwater Observatory, for the 50-year period
from 2013 to 2062.

Maintenance will be required on the sculptures over the long term and the additional sculptures may
need to be considered when determining the maintenance budget. However this would be a
separate budget to the Busselton Jetty 50-Year Maintenance Plan.

Busselton Jetty Licence between the City of Busselton and the Busselton Jetty Inc (BJI) (2017)

The City of Busselton has entered a non-exclusive licence agreement with BJI to operate commercial
activities on the Busselton Jetty. This project is expected to enhance the activities of the BJI. The BlI
has been part of the consultation process and intimately involved in the projects progression and so
are fully informed of and approve of the project.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

The commissioned sculptures and their installation will be funded by philanthropists and then
donated to the City. Mrs Laurance has indicated that she would be interested in funding her own
sculpture as well as part of the celebration. This should mean there should be limited financial
implications for the City.

Long-term Financial Plan Implications

An annual budget of $4,000 per annum will be required to be added to the maintenance budget for
Public Artwork in anticipation of maintenance on artworks from the 2020/21 financial year.

STRATEGIC COMMUNITY OBJECTIVES
This policy is consistent with fostering the following strategic objective:
Key Goal Area 1 Community

1.3 A community with access to a range of cultural and art, social and recreational facilities and
experiences.
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RISK ASSESSMENT

An assessment of the potential implications of implementing the officer recommendation have been
undertaken using the City’s risk assessment framework, and no risks were identified where the
residual risk, once controls are considered, is medium or greater.

Risk Controls Consequence Likelihood Risk Level
Vandalism Public Artwork Low impact on Is expectedto | M16
Guidelines reputation; some | occur
meaning robust impact on
artworks; financial
Locating the
artworks in places
that are obvious
Destruction Sculptures are Low impact on Could occur at | M13
registered as reputation; some | some time
assets of the City | impact on
SO are insurance financial (excess)
Fishing equipment None. Can be Low impact on Is expected to | M11
gets wrapped removed as reputation occur
sculptures required if not
putting the staff
at risk

CONSULTATION
Consultation has been undertaken through presentations and surveys as outlined below:

City of Busselton
21 June 2017 Council presentation
Busselton Jetty Inc
19 November 2017
22 November 2017

BJI Board presentation
BJI Members presentation

Community Surveys
25 November 2017
November
31 January 2018

“30™ Anniversary Celebrations”
Ratepayers Survey (undertaken by BJI)
People who fish on the Jetty

City of Busselton

07 March 2018 Council update
Presentations to the BJI Board and then the members, was positively received with good audience
interaction. Members of the BJl are very passionate about the jetty, so their positive feedback is
valuable approval for the sculpture walk concept.

The results of three surveys showed that over 79% of the respondents support the concept of the
sculpture trail. The respondents to the 30™ Anniversary Celebrations and Fisherman surveys are
those that love and feel strongly about any impact that a project may have on the jetty. This support
and feedback is highly valued. The Ratepayer survey was across the broader community and the
percentage was lowered due to the fact some people didn’t know or care about the concept.
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OFFICER COMMENT

This report recommends that Council approve the project to proceed, and permit Mrs Laurance to
work with Officers to approach philanthropists to commission, donate and install sculptures on the
Busselton Jetty.

Mrs Dianne Laurance will approach philanthropists to donate sculptures that will be installed along
the Busselton Jetty and potentially the Busselton Foreshore. Approximately 10-15 locations have
been identified on the Jetty in consultation with the BJI board and City Officers.

State Heritage Office is to be kept informed of the project to ensure that it visually integrates with
heritage features of the Jetty and any works are fully reversible and do not damage its historic fabric.
The DoT'’s initial response is that no approvals are required. As the project develops further
information will supplied to the State Heritage Office and DoT.

The anticipated process and timeline is subject to sponsors being interested in the project and the
timeframes required for the artists to create their sculptures. Some sculptures maybe installed
earlier than anticipated.

March to October 2018:
e Mrs Laurance to commence seeking sponsorship
* Agreement for sculptures developed
* Brief sponsors and artists on themes, locations, deck loads and access
* Allocation of locations
* Potential sculpture concepts provided
October 2018 — October 2019:
e Report to State Heritage Office
e Curatorial Panel reviews
*  Council approval of sculptures
*  Sponsors commission approved sculptures
November 2019 — March 2020
e Sculptures created
*  Sculptures installed
*  Promotional material on sculptures developed
e Unveiling Event of Sculptures and celebration.

The Curatorial Panel will comprise key stakeholders including:
e Councillor;
* BIJI Board member;
e Mrs Laurance;
e Public artwork consultant and
*  City Officers.

The role of the Panel will be to assess the public artworks before they are approved, and recommend
them to Council. This is a process so that artworks are in keeping with the cultural values and themes
of the Jetty and the practicalities for their installation.

CONCLUSION

This project is a unique opportunity in that the sculptures are donated to the City to create a
seascape and sculpture walk that will be a world class tourist attraction to the City of Busselton, as
well as providing increased visitor numbers to the Busselton Jetty. The cost to the City is the increase
in maintenance over time and budget that is required to implement the maintenance.
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OPTIONS

Council may chose not to approve the concept and request further consultation.

TIMELINE FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF OFFICER RECOMMENDATION

If the Officer Recommendation is approved, Mrs Laurance will be informed immediately whereby she

will commence seeking sponsors for sculptures. It will take approximately two (2) years to complete
the sculpture walk.

COUNCIL DECISION AND OFFICER RECOMMENDATION
C1803/050 Moved Councillor Tarbotton, seconded Councillor L Miles

That the Council approve to proceed with the seascape and sculpture walk on the Busselton Jetty
and Mrs Dianne Laurance be authorised on behalf of Council to approach sponsors to donate
sculptures for a sculpture walk on the Busselton Jetty.

CARRIED 9/0
EN BLOC
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13.2 DRAFT GEOGRAPHE LEISURE CENTRE AND NATURALISTE COMMUNITY CENTRE MASTER
PLANS

SUBJECT INDEX: Geographe Leisure Centre Expansion and Naturaliste Community
Centre Operations

STRATEGIC OBJECTIVE: A community with access to a range of cultural and art, social and
recreational facilities and experiences.

BUSINESS UNIT: Community Services
ACTIVITY UNIT: Recreation Services
REPORTING OFFICER: Recreation Facilities Coordinator - Dave Goodwin

AUTHORISING OFFICER: Director, Community and Commercial Services - Cliff Frewing
VOTING REQUIREMENT:  Simple Majority
ATTACHMENTS: Attachment A A=

Attachment B B=

PRECIS

Masterplans for both the Geographe Leisure Centre (GLC) and the Naturaliste Community Centre
(NCC) have been developed. The Plans contain a strategic review of current performance levels and
recommend options to improve financial sustainability and developments over time to meet the
needs of the growing and changing demographic which the centres service.

The draft Geographe Leisure Centre (GLC) and Naturaliste Community Centre (NCC) Master Plan Key
Findings documents (Attachments A & B) were advertised for a period of 42 days for public comment
closing on 6" February 2018.

This report provides a summary of the feedback received and a recommendation to note the GLC
and NCC Masterplans as guides for future planning.

BACKGROUND

The development of masterplans for both the GLC and NCC has been identified on the City’s
corporate plan for a number of years

Customer feedback has raised issues with pool overcrowding, inadequate staffing, and lack of
ablutions in the gymnasium, insufficient courts for basketball and some comments regarding poor
levels of customer service.

A review of membership sales identified that the Centre loses nearly as many members as it attracts
each month for a variety of reasons. The need for a review of centre operations and a plan for the
future were prioritised in the 2016/2017 budget.

The NCC provides a diverse range of services including sporting, fitness, health, venue hire and
Creche and outside school hours care (Vacation Care) facilities and services. There have been no
infrastructure developments or significant changes to operations and resourcing levels since the
centre was built in 1996. The Centre is now at capacity particularly in relation to room hire and the
community has raised issues around the need for additional court space, room hire and an aquatics
facility.
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During 2017 master plans were developed for both the GLC and NCC. In November 2017, the key
findings and recommendations were presented at a Councillor briefing session. On 13 December
2017, key finding summary documents of the plans were reported to Council who resolved:

That the Council:

1. Approves the advertising of the draft Geographe Leisure Centre (GLC) Master Plan Key Findings
(2017) for a period of 42 days for public comment and subject to feedback received adopts the reports
as a guide for future planning.

2. Approves the advertising of the draft Naturaliste Community Centre (NCC) Master Plan Key
Findings (2017) for a period of 42 days for public comment and subject to feedback received adopts
the reports as a guide for future planning.

The consultation period was extended to allow an extended opportunity to receive public comment
over the festive period.

STATUTORY ENVIRONMENT

Nil.

RELEVANT PLANS AND POLICIES

The Strategic Directions for the Sport and Recreation Industry (SD6) 2016-2020 advocates the need

for the industry to optimise the value derived from public and private funding in tight fiscal
circumstances.

The City of Busselton 2017/18 Corporate Plan identifies the need to develop master plans for the GLC
and NCC to inform future facility planning.

The GLC and NCC support a number of goal areas in the City's Social Plan in recreation and leisure
services, community health and wellbeing, seniors/ageing, children and family services and youth.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS
The majority of the major recommendations contained within the Master Plans cannot be achieved
through existing resources and will need to be considered in the development of future budgets in

conjunction with other priorities.

Long-term Financial Plan Implications

The GLC and NCC Masterplans provide recommendations for whole of centre developments that
optimise both centres at their current locations. The Plans propose staging over immediate, medium
and longer term time frames with cost estimates totalling around $27 million for the GLC and
between $8 million and $10 million for NCC. The consultant has recommended a proposed staging
for the GLC which is designed to reduce the impact overtime to the centre’s net operating costs,
burden on rates and City borrowings. Some but not all of the recommendations contained in the GLC
and NCC Master Plans are included in the City’s draft Long Term Financial Plan. There are also
costing variations.
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From the submissions received there is clearly discord between the community’s desired timeframes
and the priorities suggested in the Plans. The Plans will, therefore, need to be considered against the
views expressed by the community, the City’s ability to finance, subsidise with external funding and
other community priorities when reviewing the Long Term Financial Plan and future GLC/NCC
budgets.

STRATEGIC COMMUNITY OBJECTIVES

The GLC and NCC and Masterplans support the vision for a City "where environment, lifestyle and
opportunity meet." In particular the GLC and NCC contribute to achieving this vision by supporting
the following key goal areas:

Key Goal Area 1 - COMMUNITY: Welcoming, friendly and healthy.

Key Goal Area 2 - PLACE AND SPACES: Vibrant, attractive and affordable.
Key Goal Area 4 - ECONOMY: Diverse, robust and prosperous.

Key Goal Area 6 - LEADERSHIP: Visionary, collaborative and accountable.

The GLC and NCC are accessible to everyone and provide services and facilities that connect people
to a range of social and recreation facilities and experiences. The facilities support people of all ages
and backgrounds with access to affordable life-long health and educational opportunities. With over
100 staff they also provide employment opportunities and career pathways for the City’s young
people.

RISK ASSESSMENT
Officers did not identify any risks of medium or greater associated with the Recommendation.
CONSULTATION

During early 2017 consultation to develop the Master Plans took place with user groups, other key
stakeholders and schools. Two consultation sessions were held, one at GLC and one at NCC.

Between February and April 2017 a public survey was conducted which aimed to attract responses
from current users and non-users. The survey was promoted in the media, by advertising, Facebook,
City website and displays at NCC and GLC. A total of 206 valid responses were received.

The Master Plans were advertised for a period of 42 days for public comment in the Council for
Community page, on Your Say, at the GLC and NCC, and on the City's website and Facebook pages
closing on 6™ February 2018.

In relation to the GLC there were 248 respondents of which 98% of the respondents were users of
the facility. For the NCC there were 68 respondents of which 85% stated their primary reason for
visiting was to use the recreation centre whilst 15% said that their primary reason for visiting was to
use the library.
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OFFICER COMMENT

The GLC and NCC Masterplans identified a number of critical issues at both Centres as follows:

e Balancing community expectations with financial sustainability,

e Capability and capacity to extend infrastructure compromised by current site design
constraints and issues associated with retrofitting;

e Anincreasing need for additional recreational infrastructure to be provided across all ages
with a particular focus on family based activities;

e Roleclarity of the GLC and NCC as provider of social benefit to the local community rather
than as commercial facilities which will generate a profitable return;

e Funding of the GLC and NCC has not kept up with growth and usage and is now impacting on
the service capability of the Centres (particularly in the fitness and aquatics areas of GLC).

e Staffing levels and lack of investment which expose the City to potentially unacceptable risk
(particularly in regard to water and personal safety at GLC and after hours usage at the NCC);
and

e The shortage of water space for activities such as shallow water swimming lessons
exacerbated by the now inappropriate design.(i.e. overall water area may be satisfactory at
GLC but the depth and configuration are not).

The GLC was benchmarked against industry standards which showed, in comparison to regional
benchmarks, it is an extremely high performing Centre despite its current limitations. The NCC also
operates very efficiently but is now unable to expand or develop programs due to staffing and space
constraints. Without further investment both Centres will merely 'tick over' and as infrastructure
ages will become increasingly costly to subsidise. Population forecasts for both Busselton and
Dunsborough demonstrate the need to expand both current facilities in the future to address
increased utilisation.

To capitalise on previous investments and to address the needs of the City's growing population; the
Master Plans recommend a series of options for the future development and resourcing of the GLC
and NCC which can be considered over the next 20- year timeframe. These options are prioritised
with the objective of providing the most sustainable solutions for the ongoing financing of the
Centres' operations, providing the greatest return on investment to reduce the burden on municipal
funding, noting that the Centres will never break even or become profit generating. The order of
priority can be changed to recognise specific community group priorities however any change could
adversely affect the centres’ operating deficit. The options were documented in the key findings
documents and released for public comment.

In relation to the GLC the options as recommended by the consultant were as follows:

Immediate term - focuses on aquatics space which is currently overcrowded not fit for purpose and
needs considerably more programmable space to generate revenue and includes:

e Separation and expansion of the indoor pool

e Reconfiguration and construction of more change rooms

e Additional parking of over 150 bays

e Construct Clubrooms

e More storage

e Replacement of Outdoor pool liner (scheduled for April 2018 )
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Medium Term - focuses on realignment of some service areas to enhance customer experience and
generate secondary spend and includes:

e Café and retail relocated to front of centre

e Alignment of fitness services

e Ablutions in gymnasium

e Relocation and centralisation of staff room and offices

Long Term -focuses on the expansion of the centre outside of the existing building footprint and
includes:

e Construction of a 50m pool

e Construction of a Family change room centre
e Construction of an extra 3 courts

e Waterslide (s)

The Master Plan key findings and recommendations were advertised for public comment for a period
of 42 days. Of the responses received for the GLC 70% supported or somewhat supported the
immediate term recommendations, 69% supported or somewhat supported the medium term
recommendations and 75% supported or somewhat supported the long term recommendations. The
majority of concerns expressed were in relation to the timing of the development rather than the
developments themselves with many submissions requesting that developments such as the courts
and the 50m pool be brought forwards to the immediate term.

The consultant provided two (2) options for the NCC, one retaining the library on site the other
relocating it. The option to relocate the library enabled the development of a swimming pool in the
future. Both options include the following developments;

o Additional multipurpose room

o Realign reception to central service hub.

. Re-alignment of staff room and managers/library offices.

o Increased levels of storage across the centre.

. Provision of a new multi-purpose sports court adjacent to existing court infrastructure with
shared storage and ablutions (existing).

. Extension to creche.

. Rationalise current circulation and seating area with potential to include a mobile café
/coffee infrastructure.

o Options for an_integrated gym /group fitness area

. Provision of an outdoor courtyard and access to grassed area for personal

training/recreation.
. Realignment of access road and car parking

63% of the public submissions received for the NCC supported or somewhat supported Option 1
while 65% of the respondents supported or somewhat supported Option 2.Community concerns
included opinion that impacts on the Windlemere Reserve, that the NCC didn’t need a café or gym
due to there being enough in town and some respondents requested a 25 m pool as a priority.
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CONCLUSION

The public submissions largely support the consultant’s development recommendations in the GLC
and NCC Masterplans but would prefer developments to occur sooner or in a different sequence to
those proposed.

Both development options at the NCC were largely supported with or without the library remaining
on site; however a number of the respondents had concerns regarding environmental impacts to
Windlemere Reserve.

It is recommended that Council note the recommendations in the GLC and NCC masterplans and
consider the proposed developments, the suggested staging, associated costs and resourcing
implications with other priorities and the community’s feedback in current and future reviews of the
Long Term Financial Plan and GLC and NCC budget development processes.

OPTIONS

Alternatively Council could seek specific changes to the GLC and NCC Master Plans and/or request
further community consultation.

TIMELINE FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF OFFICER RECOMMENDATION

Timeline is in line with the LTFP and operational budget reviews.

COUNCIL DECISION AND OFFICER RECOMMENDATION
C1803/051 Moved Councillor Tarbotton, seconded Councillor L Miles

That the Council:

Notes the GLC and NCC Masterplans as guides for future planning and considers them and the
recommended priorities for staged developments and associated operating resources in current and
future reviews of the City’s Long Term Financial Plan.

CARRIED 9/0
EN BLOC
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14.2 LONG TERM FINANCIAL PLAN 1 JULY 2018 TO 30 JUNE 2028

SUBJECT INDEX: Financial Plans and Strategies

STRATEGIC OBJECTIVE: Assets are well maintained and responsibly managed.
BUSINESS UNIT: Finance and Corporate Services

ACTIVITY UNIT: Financial Services

REPORTING OFFICER: Manager Financial Services - Kim Dolzadelli
AUTHORISING OFFICER: Director Finance and Corporate Services - Tony Nottle
VOTING REQUIREMENT: Simple Majority

ATTACHMENTS: Nil

PRECIS

The draft Long Term Financial Plan (‘LTFP’) has been subject to workshops with Councillors held in
February/March 2018. As a result of the most recent workshop this report now presents the LTFP for
formal consideration and endorsement by the Council.

The author also requests that staff and Councillors identify whether they may have any financial or
proximity interests with respect to any of the proposed capital works projects being near to or
adjacent to properties they might own.

BACKGROUND

In accordance with Section 5.56 of the Local Government Act (the ‘Act’), and regulations 19C and
19DA of the Local Government (Administration) Regulations (the ‘Regulations’) a local government is
to plan for the future of its district. This is achieved by adhering to the Integrated Planning and
Reporting Framework (IPRF) developed by the Department of Local Government and Communities
which incorporates the development and adoption of a number of key documents, including a
Strategic Community Plan (SCP) a Corporate Business Plan (CBP) and a Long Term Financial Plan
(LTFP).

Whilst a SCP sets out the community’s aspirations, visions and objectives over a ten year period, a
more detailed CBP identifies and prioritises the principal strategies and activities required to achieve
the higher level SCP outcomes, over a four year time frame.

The LTFP component is required to demonstrate a local government’s financial capacity to resource
its identified CBP actions, and also its ability to resource its asset management plan obligations and
projected workforce growth requirements, as detailed in the relevant plans. The Financial Plan also
identifies major areas of income and expenditure anticipated over the balance of the 10 year time
frame.

Prior to presentation to Councillors for workshopping, the LTFP was subject to internal scrutiny and
input of Senior Management. This was not only to confirm the LTFP’s continued alignment with the
SCP and CBP, but also to certify that the LTFP continues to reflect sound financial principles.

STATUTORY ENVIRONMENT

Section 5.56 of the Act requires local governments to plan for the future of their districts. Regulations
19C and 19DA provide specific guidance to local governments in relation to planning for the future.
The Department of Local Government and Communities has issued an Integrated Planning &
reporting Guideline and the LTFP is consistent with these requirements.

The IPRF looks to integrate matters relating to resources, including asset management, workforce
planning and also long-term financial planning.
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RELEVANT PLANS AND POLICIES

From an IPRF perspective, the LTFP has a direct relationship with the Council’s SCP and more
particularly with the CBP 2017/2018 — 2020/2021. The LTFP also reflects the financial implications
associated with other key resourcing documents; namely the Workforce Plan and Asset Management
Plans.

In addition to the above, the LTFP incorporates the funding requirements associated with a range of
other Council endorsed Plans and Policies.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

The financial implications of adopting the Plan are detailed within the Plan but adopting the Plan
does not result in approval being given to implement any actions contained within it. Priorities will be
included within the City’s annual budget which will be considered in July 2018. The LTFP reflects the
Council’s broad strategic financial direction over the next ten year period, in line with its SCP and
CBP.

STRATEGIC COMMUNITY OBJECTIVES

This matter principally aligns with Key Goal Area 6 — ‘Leadership Visionary, collaborative,
accountable’ and more specifically Community Objective 6.4 - ‘Assets are well maintained and
responsibly managed’.

RISK ASSESSMENT

The risks associated with the Council endorsing the LTFP are limited. In addition to its being a guiding
document only, the LTFP is also a living document which will continue to be formally reviewed and
updated on an annual basis. Consequently, the Council has the ability to amend the content of the
Plan as and when circumstances necessitate; albeit that material amendments (relating to CBP
activities) may be required to be reported as part of the Annual Report.

Notwithstanding the above, a level of risk is always inherent in projecting in to the future. Whilst the
extrapolation assumptions, interest rate projections (borrowings) and other variable assumptions are
based on historical averages, these are subject to fluctuation and external shocks beyond the control
of Council.

The LTFP demonstrates the financial capacity for the Council to deliver on the services as detailed in
the higher level strategic plans, consistent with the underpinning assumptions. However in order to
minimise or mitigate financial risk, any decisions to enter into financial arrangements in future years
must not be undertaken based solely on the prevailing LTFP projections.

CONSULTATION

The LTFP reflects the community’s aspirations, vision and objectives as included in the SCP 2017, and
is consistent with the principal strategies and activities within the CBP 2017/2018 — 2020/2021.
Consequently, no specific (external) consultation has been undertaken in relation to the content of
the LTFP, as the projects incorporated will more than likely be the subject of further consultation and
review.

Workshops were also held with Councillors and the Senior Management Group on 26 February, 1
March and 14 March 2018.
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OFFICER COMMENT

The following commentary provides an overview of the LTFP development, the outcomes of the
subsequent Councillor workshop and provides an overview of the LTFP as presented for formal
consideration.

LTFP Development

The LTFP 2018/19 — 2027/28 has been developed in a manner similar to previous years with some
notable differences in relation to estimation of extrapolation assumptions. A high level summary of
this process is provided as follows:

e The currently adopted budget (2017/18 budget) formed the basis for the operating revenue and
expenditure. With non-recurrent and periodic items adjusted/deleted, and stand-alone funding
models excluded (eg. Busselton Regional Airport), the remaining operating revenues and
expenditures were then projected out via the extrapolation assumptions.

e A conservative approach was taken when estimating the extrapolation assumptions. In
preparing this year’s LTFP assumptions, significant historical analysis was undertaken. This
included a particular focus of the following:

Growth in number of rateable properties.

Analysis of CPI, interest rates and cash deposit rates.
Analysis of electricity price increases

Analysis of wages and salaries increases.

O O O O

e Following the update of the extrapolation assumptions, the capital revenue and expenditure
components were moved forward one year, with new Year 10 figures added (either via the
provision of specific allocations or ongoing percentage increases as relevant). This process also
involved the review of major projects expenditure, and whether any specific adjustments are
required to be reflected in the revised LTFP.

Prior to presentation to Councillors, based on the above approach, work had been undertaken in
relation to review of the ‘base line’ LTFP. Part of this process involved the Senior Management
Group reviewing the LTFP across a number of areas, including but not limited to:

e Ensuring the LTFP continued to reflect the strategies and activities in the Councils currently
adopted SCP and CBP;

e Reprioritisation and update of capital project spend throughout the LTFP based on availability of
funding;

e Review of the extrapolation assumptions for reasonableness and ensure the LTFP reflects
realistic and supportable projections;

e Revision of the rate increases included in the LTFP including comparison to prior years LTFP rate
increases and ensure those increases do not exceed 4.5% in any one year, the proposed rate
increase have in effect been reduced in the proposed plan from the last LTFP;

e Ensure the LTFP identifies any potential funding deficits, with a particular focus on the initial
years of the plan and identify potential actions to address those deficits.
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For comprehensive/detailed information with respect to the LTFP readers are directed to
Attachment A “Long Term Financial Plan 2018/2019 — 2027/2028” which comprises of the following
statements:

e Statement of Comprehensive Income by Nature and Type,

e Statement of Financial Position,

e Statement of Changes in Equity,

e Statement of Cash Flows,

e Rate Setting Statement,

e Schedule of Capital Works,

e Schedule of Loans and Borrowings,

e Schedule of Reserve Movements,

e Schedule of Major Building Assets - Asset Renewal Funding going to Reserve,
e Long Term Financial Plan Assumptions, and

e QOperational Funding Opportunities and Expenditures (Future) Included in LTFP.

CONCLUSION

The LTFP 2018/19 — 2027/28 has been reviewed and updated cognisant of the Council’s current SCP,
its currently adopted CBP, and also the associated informing plans. In addition to amendments and
additions ratified by the Council since the endorsement of the current plan in April 2017, this plan
has been further updated to reflect the outcomes of recent Councillor Workshops held during
February/March 2018.

Subject to endorsement, the LTFP will be utilised to guide the Council’s 2018/19 budget
development. With the plan being reviewed and updated annually, it will also be pivotal in informing
future annual budget development processes. The Plan will also be invaluable to assisting the Council
in deliberating future financial obligations, particularly as they relate to the higher order SCP (and
associated CBP) and providing direction to the City’s administration on priority of future projects.

The LTFP 2018/19 — 2027/28 is considered realistic in its assumptions. It is also considered to be
achievable, with the City comfortable in its ability to deliver on the Plan’s content. With this in mind,
it is recommended that the Council endorses the LTFP 2018/19 — 2027/28 as presented, noting that
Officers will then prepare a version of the document including commentary for publication.

OPTIONS
The Council may determine to further amend the content of the LTFP.
TIMELINE FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF OFFICER RECOMMENDATION

Subject to endorsement, the LTFP will inform the 2018/19 budget process and outcomes, which in
turn will form the basis of the following years LTFP. It is intended to place the LTFP report and
associated attachments, noting that Officers will then prepare a version of the document including
commentary for publication on the City’s website and a professionally printed hard copy will also be
provided.
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COUNCIL DECISION AND OFFICER RECOMMENDATION
C1803/052 Moved Councillor Tarbotton, seconded Councillor L Miles

That Council endorses the Long Term Financial Plan 2018/19 to 2027/28, comprising of the financial
statements and supporting schedules as attached to this report, noting that Officers will then
prepare a version of the document including commentary for publication.

CARRIED 9/0
EN BLOC
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15.1 COUNCILLORS' INFORMATION BULLETIN

SUBJECT INDEX: Councillors Information

STRATEGIC OBJECTIVE: Governance systems, process and practices are responsible, ethical
and transparent.

BUSINESS UNIT: Governance Services

ACTIVITY UNIT: Governance Services

REPORTING OFFICER: Administration Officer - Governance - Katie Dudley

AUTHORISING OFFICER: Chief Executive Officer - Mike Archer
VOTING REQUIREMENT:  Simple Majority
ATTACHMENTS: Attachment A Planning Applications received by the City between 16
February, 2018 and 28 February, 2018=
Attachment B Planning Applications determined by the City between
16 February, 2018 and 28 February, 2018=
Attachment C State Administrative Tribunal (SAT) Appeals=
Attachment D Meelup Regional Park Informal Meeting Notes=

PRECIS

This report provides an overview of a range of information that is considered appropriate to be
formally presented to the Council for its receipt and noting. The information is provided in order to
ensure that each Councillor, and the Council, is being kept fully informed, while also acknowledging
that these are matters that will also be of interest to the community.

Any matter that is raised in this report as a result of incoming correspondence is to be dealt with as
normal business correspondence, but is presented in this bulletin for the information of the Council
and the community.

INFORMATION BULLETIN
15.1.1 Planning and Development Statistics
Planning Applications

Attachment A is a report detailing all Planning Applications received by the City between 16
February, 2018 and 28 February, 2018. A total of 37 formal applications were received during this
period.

Attachment B is a report detailing all Planning Applications determined by the City between 16
February, 2018 and 28 February, 2018. A total of 17 applications (including subdivision referrals)
were determined by the City during this period with 17 approved / supported and 0 refused / not
supported.

15.1.2 State Administrative Tribunal (SAT) Appeals

Attachment Cis a list showing the current status of State Administrative Tribunal Appeals involving
the City of Busselton as at 8 March, 2018.

15.1.3 Meelup Regional Park Informal Meeting Notes

Attachment D shows the Meelup Regional Park Informal Meeting Notes for the meeting held on 26
February 2018.
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COUNCIL DECISION AND OFFICER RECOMMENDATION
C1803/053 Moved Councillor Tarbotton , seconded Councillor L Miles

That the items from the Councillors’ Information Bulletin be noted:

e 1511 Planning and Development Statistics
e 15.1.2 State Administrative Tribunal (SAT) Appeals
e 1513 Meelup Regional Park Informal Meeting Notes

CARRIED 9/0
EN BLOC
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ITEMS TO BE DEALT WITH BY SEPARATE RESOLUTION WITHOUT DEBATE

10.2 Finance Committee - 15/03/2018 - FINANCIAL ACTIVITY STATEMENTS INCORPORATING
BUDGET REVIEW - PERIOD ENDING 28 FEBRUARY 2018

SUBIJECT INDEX: Budget Planning and Reporting

STRATEGIC OBJECTIVE: Governance systems, process and practices are responsible, ethical
and transparent.

BUSINESS UNIT: Finance and Corporate Services

ACTIVITY UNIT: Financial Services

REPORTING OFFICER: Manager Financial Services - Kim Dolzadelli

AUTHORISING OFFICER: Director Finance and Corporate Services - Tony Nottle
VOTING REQUIREMENT:  Absolute Majority
ATTACHMENTS: Attachment A FINANCIAL ACTIVITY STATEMENTS INCORPORATING =
Attachment B INVESTMENT REPORT PERIOD ENDING 28 FEBRUARY
2018=

This item was considered by the Finance Committee at its meeting on 15 March 2018, the
recommendations from which have been included in this report.
PRECIS

Financial Activity Statements

Pursuant to Section 6.4 of the Local Government Act (‘the Act’) and Regulation 34(4) of the Local
Government (Financial Management) Regulations (‘the Regulations’), a local government is to
prepare, on a monthly basis, a statement of financial activity that reports on the City’s financial
performance in relation to its adopted/ amended budget.

This report has been compiled to fulfil the statutory reporting requirements of the Act and
associated Regulations, whilst also providing the Council with an overview of the City’s financial
performance on a year to date basis for the period ending 28 February 2018.

Review of Budget

Between January and March in each financial year, a local government is to carry out a review of its
annual budget for that year. The Council is required to consider the review submitted to it and
determine (by absolute majority) whether or not to adopt the review, any parts of the review or any
recommendations made in the review.

BACKGROUND

Financial Activity Statements

The Regulations detail the form and manner in which financial activity statements are to be
presented to the Council on a monthly basis; and are to include the following:

. Annual budget estimates

. Budget estimates to the end of the month in which the statement relates

. Actual amounts of revenue and expenditure to the end of the month in which the statement
relates

. Material variances between budget estimates and actual revenue/ expenditure/ (including
an explanation of any material variances)

. The net current assets at the end of the month to which the statement relates (including an

explanation of the composition of the net current position)
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Additionally, and pursuant to Regulation 34(5) of the Regulations, a local government is required to
adopt a material variance reporting threshold in each financial year. At its meeting of 26 July 2017,
the Council adopted (C1707/163) the following material variance reporting threshold for the 2017/18
financial year:

“That pursuant to Regulation 34(5) of the Local Government (Financial Management) Regulations,
the Council adopts a material variance reporting threshold with respect to financial activity statement
reporting for the 2017/18 financial year as follows:

e Variances equal to or greater than 10% of the year to date budget amount as detailed in the
Income Statement by Nature and Type/ Statement of Financial Activity report, however
variances due to timing differences and/or seasonal adjustments are to be reported on a
quarterly basis; and

e Reporting of variances only applies for amounts greater than 525,000.”

Review of Budget
The requirement for a local government to carry out an annual budget review is prescribed via
Regulation 33A of the Local Government (Financial Management) Regulations.

Essentially, the purpose of an annual budget review is to ensure that a local government conducts a
review of its financial performance at an appropriate time in the financial year such that any
significant budget variances can be identified and remedial action instigated as necessary; prior to
financial year end.

This report, based on the City’s financial performance for the period ending 28 February 2018, has
been compiled to fulfil the statutory reporting requirements of the Local Government Act and
associated Regulations in respect of the annual budget review process.

STATUTORY ENVIRONMENT

Financial Activity Statements

Section 6.4 of the Local Government Act and Regulation 34 of the Local Government (Financial
Management) Regulations detail the form and manner in which a local government is to prepare
financial activity statements.

Review of Budget
33A. Review of budget

(1) Between 1 January and 31 March in each financial year a local government is to carry out a
review of its annual budget for that year.
(2A)  The review of an annual budget for a financial year must —

(@)  consider the local government’s financial performance in the period beginning on 1
July and ending no earlier than 31 December in that financial year; and

(b) consider the local government’s financial position as at the date of the review; and
(c) review the outcomes for the end of that financial year that are forecast in the
budget.

(2)  Within 30 days after a review of the annual budget of a local government is carried out it is
to be submitted to the council.

(3) A council is to consider a review submitted to it and is to determine* whether or not to
adopt the review, any parts of the review or any recommendations made in the review.

*Absolute majority required.
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(4) Within 30 days after a council has made a determination, a copy of the review and
determination is to be provided to the Department.

RELEVANT PLANS AND POLICIES
Not applicable.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS
Any financial implications are detailed within the context of this report.

Long-term Financial Plan Implications
Any financial implications are detailed within the context of this report.

STRATEGIC COMMUNITY OBJECTIVES

This matter principally aligns with Key Goal Area 6 — ‘Open and Collaborative Leadership’ and more
specifically Community Objective 6.1 - ‘Governance systems, process and practices are responsible,
ethical and transparent’. The achievement of the above is underpinned by the Council strategy to
‘ensure the long term financial sustainability of Council through effective financial management’.

RISK ASSESSMENT

Risk assessments have been previously completed in relation to a number of ‘higher level’ financial
matters, including timely and accurate financial reporting to enable the Council to make fully
informed financial decisions. The completion of the monthly Financial Activity Statement report is a
control that assists in addressing this risk.

CONSULTATION
Not applicable
OFFICER COMMENT

In order to fulfil statutory reporting requirements, and to provide the Council with a synopsis of the
City’s overall financial performance on a full year basis, the following financial reports are attached
hereto:

. Statement of Financial Activity

This report provides details of the City’s operating revenues and expenditures on a year to date basis,
by nature and type (i.e. description). The report has been further extrapolated to include details of
non-cash adjustments and capital revenues and expenditures, to identify the City’s net current
position; which reconciles with that reflected in the associated Net Current Position report.

= Net Current Position
This report provides details of the composition of the net current asset position on a full year basis,
and reconciles with the net current position as per the Statement of Financial Activity.

. Capital Acquisition Report
This report provides full year budget performance (by line item) in respect of the following capital
expenditure activities:
e Land and Buildings
Plant and Equipment
Furniture and Equipment
Infrastructure
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This report provides summary details of transfers to and from reserve funds, and also associated
interest earnings on reserve funds, on a full year basis.

Additional reports and/or charts are also provided as required to further supplement the information
comprised within the statutory financial reports.

COMMENTS ON FINANCIAL ACTIVITY TO 28 February 2018

The Statement of Financial Activity for the period ending 28 February 2018 shows a better than
expected Net Current Position (Surplus) of $12.43M being $12.14M more than Year to Date Budget.

The following summarises the major variances in accordance with Council’s adopted material
variance reporting threshold that collectively make up the above difference:

Description 2017/2018 2017/2018 2017/2018 2017/18 2017/18
Actual Amended Amended YTD Bud YTD Bud
Budget YTD Budget Variance Variance
$ $ $ % $
Revenue from Ordinary Activities 61,839,705 61,166,898 | 66,421,049 1.10% 672,807
Expenses from Ordinary Activities (44,408,843) | (46,664,069) | (68,754,825) 4.83% 2,255,226
Non-Operating Grants, Subsidies and
Contributions 8,054,150 17,527,484 43,655,339 -54.05% (9,473,334)
Profit on Asset Disposals 48,793 16,100 22,400 203.06% 32,693
Loss on Asset Disposals (491,549) (5,250) (6,252) | -9262.84% (486,299)
Capital Revenue & (Expenditure)
Land & Buildings (3,569,057) | (12,945,284) | (16,556,693) 72.43% 9,376,227
Plant & Equipment (1,141,827) (2,758,236) (4,279,400) 58.60% 1,616,409
Furniture & Equipment (381,959) (665,982) (830,212) 42.65% 284,023
Infrastructure (25,242,797) | (38,233,968) | (60,684,321) 33.98% | 12,991,171
Proceeds from Sale of Assets 283,593 372,850 635,150 -23.94% (89,257)
Proceeds from New Loans 110,000 10,110,000 10,110,000 -98.91% | (10,000,000)
Advances to Community Groups (110,000) (260,000) (260,000) 57.69% 150,000
Transfer to Restricted Assets (1,850,761) (411,501) (625,751) -349.76% | (1,439,260)
Transfer from Restricted Assets 13,199,259 11,354,556 27,808,739 16.25% 1,844,703
Transfer to Reserves (9,243,826) | (11,543,652) | (16,285,572) 19.92% 2,299,826
Transfer from Reserves 2,055,406 1,146,659 19,921,964 79.25% 908,747
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Operating Revenue:

Revenue from ordinary activities is $672K more than expected when compared to Year to Date (YTD)
Budget with the following items meeting the material variance reporting threshold set by Council for
the 2017/2018 Financial Year.

Description 2017/2018 | 2017/2018 2017/2018 2017/18 2017/18
Actual Amended Amended YTDBud YTD Bud
Budget Budget Variance Variance
YTD
$ $ $ % $
Revenue from Ordinary Activities
Other Revenue 342,103 274,573 426,167 24.59% 67,530
Interest Earnings 1,805,563 1,508,664 | 2,262,996 19.68% | 296,899

The items predominately impacting the above “Other Revenue” performance is CLAG (Contiguous
Local Authority Group) Funding in the amount of $48K, this item is to be transferred to Trust and Sale
of Scrap Materials $S44K.

Interest earnings on Reserves and Restricted funds are currently ahead of YTD Budget in the amount
of $234k with $84k in Rate Instalment interest currently ahead of YTD Budget, this second item is a
timing difference only and it is also expect that Interest earnings on Reserves and Restricted funds
will reduce in the coming months as funds are further drawn down to finance Capital projects
contained within the City’s 2017/2018 Budget.

The Officer notes that the above positive performance of “Other Revenue” and “Interest Earnings” is
added to by a positive collective performance of $308k for Rates, Operating Grants and Subsidies,
and Fees and Charges; these items fall below the Material Variance reporting thresholds. The above
variations are considered to be that of a timing difference at this stage of the Budget Year with the
exception of Rate Revenue which is expected to be a permanent variation. This permanent variation
is expected to be in the vicinity of $300k.

600
Interim Rate Income YTD Analysis - 28 February 2018
500 /
400
$ 300
g e YTD Budget
2 200 ——YTD Actual

e \[ QT

~ /TN s
iV a— SRR

(100)

Jul-17 Aug-17 Sep-17 Oct-17 Nov-17 Dec-17 Jan-18 Feb-18




Council

46

28 March 2018

In summary, net operating revenue is projected to be slightly higher than the annual budget
estimates with a projected favourable variance of approximately S350K.

Operating Expenditure:

Expenditure from ordinary activities is $2.25M less than expected when compared to Year to Date
(YTD) Budget with the following items meeting the material variance reporting threshold set by
Council for the 2017/2018 Financial Year.

Description

Expenses from Ordinary Activities

2017/2018
Actual

2017/2018
Amended

Budget YTD

2017/2018
Amended
Budget

2017/18
YTD Bud
Variance

2017/18
YTD Bud
Variance

Materials & Contracts (9,630,094) | (11,292,985) (16,914,999) 14.72% 1,662,891
Utilities (Gas, Electricity, Water etc) (1,595,705) (1,721,053) (2,580,822) 7.28% 125,348
Allocations 1,057,434 1,193,962 1,996,270 11.43% (136,528)

Materials and Contracts:

The main items affected are listed below, at this stage the majority of these variances are considered
to be that of a timing nature with an expectation that there will be offsets for under and over
expenditure items resulting in a better than expected result at year end:

Cost Code | Cost Code Description / GL Activity \YI:Ir)iance
Finance and Corporate Services
10251 Business Systems 164,791
Subtotal 164,791
Community and Commercial Services
10591 Geographe Leisure Centre 64,189
10600 Busselton Jetty Tourist Park 59,421
10635 Regional Centres Program 80,000
10900 Cultural Planning 30,531
11151 Airport Operations (35,987)
Subtotal 198,153
Planning and Development Services
10820 Strategic Planning 122,224
10830 Environmental Management Administration 59,007
10850 Implement Management Plans Other 31,222
10925 Preventative Services - CLAG 63,996
11170 Meelup Regional Park 72,530
Subtotal 348,979
Engineering and Works Services
11101 Engineering Services Administration 78,727
11106 Street Lighting Installations 94,826
11108 Rural Intersection (Lighting) Compliance 30,000
11160 Busselton Jetty 372,101
12600 Street & Drain Cleaning 27,419
A6004 Pedestrian Bridge (Port Geographe) 60,000
A9999 Miscellaneous Bridge Maintenance 85,615
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B1000 Administration Building- 2-16 Southern Drive (46,861)
B1450 Depot Building-Busselton (33,035)
B1514 Asbestos Removal & Replacement 50,000
C8500 Cycleways Maintenance Busselton (29,192)
G0010 Domestic Recycling Collections 117,984
G0030 Busselton Transfer Station 62,102
G0031 Dunsborough Waste Facility 25,266
G0032 Rubbish Sites Development 62,534
G0042 BTS External Restoration Works 148,474
M9999 Road Maintenance - consolidated (148,219)
RO004 Bsn Foreshore Precinct (not including Skate Park) (117,972)
R0O008 Dunn Bay Road-Surrounds (26,633)
R0269 Seymour Park (Dunn Bay/Lorna St Pos) (28,877)
R0O700 Dunsborough Oval and Skate Park (49,268)
R0O850 Streetscape Medians & Trees (Kealy) (40,261)
Subtotal 694,731

5280 Transport - Fleet Management 121,790
Subtotal 121,790

399 Cost Codes under Reporting Threshold 134,446

Subtotal 134,446

Total ‘ 1,662,891

Utilities:

With over 364 individual accounts at a better than expected result of $1.59M, a favourable position
of $125K is considered likely to be a timing difference at this stage of the reporting year with the one
exception being the City’s Administration Building which is currently tracking $37k below YTD
Budget; the officer further notes that no account has yet been received for the month of February
which for this facility which would see this variance reduced to $29k. The officer further notes that
whilst utilities for the City Administration Building are tracking below expectation savings on this cost
will be need to offset other costs related to the facility, specifically contract cleaning.

Allocations:

Allocations are running $136k under YTD Budget; these items are an internal allocation of
administrative costs from the Finance and Corporate Services division and will not impact on the
City’s final surplus/deficit position.

The Officer notes that the above positive performance of “Materials and Contracts” and “Utilities” is
added to by a positive collective performance of “Employee Costs” and “Insurance Expenses”; these
items fall below the Material Variance reporting thresholds.

In summary, net operating expenditure is projected to be slightly lower than the annual budget
estimates with a projected favourable variance of approximately S400K.

Non-Operating Grants, Subsidies and Contributions:

Non-Operating Grants, Subsidies and Contributions are less than YTD Budget by $9.47M with the
main item impacting on the above result is the timing of the receipt of “Airport Development -
Project Grant” with a current negative result of $8.44M with the remainder being represented by
Road Project Grants; this is a timing difference in nature only and is offset with the level of current
expenditure for these projects.
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Capital Expenditure

As at 28 February 2018, there is a variance of -44.44% or -$24.27M in total capital expenditure with
YTD Actual at -$30.35M against a YTD Budget of -$54.6M; with the table below showing those
categories exceeding the 10% material variance threshold. The Airport Development makes up for
$11.31M or 46.6% of the overall variance which also assists in explaining the above current YTD
shortfall in Non-Operating Grants.

Description 2017/18
Budget
YTD
Variance
Land
Property Services Administration (50,000)
Parking Control (1,525,000)
Dunsborough - Commonage Road Oval (1,600,000)
Total  (3,175,000) |
Buildings
Major Project - Administration Building
Civic and Administration Centre Construction (159,783)
Total (159,783) |
Buildings (Other)
Ambergate Bushfire Brigade Shed (82,208)
Aged Housing Capital Improvements - Winderlup Court (City) (26,664)
GLC - Pool Relining (159,785)
GLC - Plant Room (70,915)
Performing Arts Convention Centre (50,000)
Vasse Community Recreation Precinct 31,451
Airport Terminal Stage 2 (5,550,501)
Bsn Jetty Tourist Park Home (127,186)
Total  (6,035,807) |
Plant & Equipment
Finance & Corporate Services Support 49,161
Community & Commercial Services Support (50,000)
Geographe Leisure Centre 36,308
Property Services Administration (35,000)
Animal Control (60,872)
Engineering Services Design (35,000)
Transport - Workshop (43,278)
Plant Purchases (P10) (1,313,344)
Plant Purchases (P11) (73,812)
Plant Purchases (P12) (89,497)
Total (1,615,334)
Furniture & Office Equipment
Information & Communication Technology Services 35,203
Business Systems (98,262)
Administration Building- 2-16 Southern Drive (83,250)
YCAB (Youth Precinct Foreshore) (37,909)
Total (184,218)
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Description 2017/18
Budget
YTD
Variance
Major Project - Busselton Foreshore
Busselton Foreshore - Stage 3 826,186
Busselton Tennis Club - Infrastructure (1,717,841)
Busselton Foreshore Stage 3: Toddler's Playground (96,899)
Busselton Foreshore Jetty Precinct (301,471)
Barnard Park Pavillion Landscaping 60,235
Total (1,229,790)
Major Project - Administration Building
Administration Building Carpark (100,995)
Total (100,995)
Footpaths Construction
Bussell Highway Footpath Sections (259,880)
Milward Street — Ford Road to Cookworthy Street (37,023)
Armitage Drive Footpath - Navigation Way to Avocet Boulevard (30,083)
Vasse Bypass Road Footpath (41,564)
Total (368,550)
Drainage Construction - Street
Vasse Highway Drainage Works 25,593
Chain Avenue - Drainage Works (35,703)
Johnston Avenue Drainage Upgrade - Stage 2 (44,000)
Total (54,110)
Bridges Construction
Queen Street Bridge 0240A 96,000
Total 96,000
Cycleways Construction
Busselton Bypass - Country Road Footpath (144,170)
College Avenue Shared Path (65,800)
Total (209,970)
Townscape Construction
Queen Street Upgrade - Duchess to Kent Street (81,114)
Dunsborough Road Access Improvements Stage 1 (384,602)
Total (465,716)
Boat Ramps Construction
Port Geographe Boat Trailer Parking Layout Redevelopment (96,551)
Total (96,551)
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Description 2017/18
Budget
YTD
Variance
Beach Restoration
Sand Re-Nourishment 41,776
Total 41,776
Parks, Gardens & Reserves
Rails to Trails (93,760)
Elijah Circle POS (26,644)
Vasse Community & Recreation Precinct - AFL Oval Stage 1 (29,285)
Dunsborough Town Centre (59,149)
Administration Building Landscaping Works 224,235
Port Geographe - Burgee Close (Western Side of Bridge) (62,971)
Port Geographe - Reticulated POS at Layman Rd R/About (166,229)
Port Geographe - Reticulation Upgrade Scheme to Bore Water (223,908)
Foreshore - Irrigation Renewal (40,292)
Vasse River Foreshore - Bridge to Bridge project Stage 1 (48,034)
Advanced Bore Monitoring Equipment (66,664)
Vasse Newtown - AFL Oval Stage 2 64,108
Total (528,592)
Sanitation Infrastructure
New Cell Development (345,815)
Transfer Station Development (32,504)
Site Rehabilitation - Busselton (452,141)
Total (830,460)
Airport Development
Airport Construction Stage 2, Landside Civils & Services Inf (4,184,987)
Airport Construction Stage 2, Noise Management Plan (220,395)
Airport Construction Stage 2, Airfield 308,870
Airport Construction Stage 2, External Services (1,576,566)
Airport Construction Stage 1B, Jet Fuel (410,000)
Airport Development - Project Expenses (205,865)
Total (6,288,943)
Main Roads
Strelly Street (334,154)
Layman Road 84,968
Peel Terrace (688,566)
Queen Street (141,236)
Layman Road - Reconstruction Between 3250 and 6190 (341,549)
Georgiana Molloy Bus Bay Facilities (199,610)
Koorabin Drive - Reseal (166,839)
Total (1,786,984)
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Description 2017/18
Budget
YTD
Variance
Roads to Recovery
Patton Terrace - Asphalt Overlay (167,988)
Craig Street - Asphalt Overlay 80,351
Total  (87,637) |
Council Roads Initiative
Marine Terrace (325,985)
Yelverton Road (364,697)
Edwards Road (102,562)
Signage (Alternate CBD Entry) (37,605)
Strelly Street (39,789)
Valley Road (31,224)
Greenfield Road (Loop) - One way layout (36,436)
Total (938,298)

The attachments to this report include detailed listings of the following capital expenditure (project)
items, to assist in reviewing specific variances.

The majority of capital expenditure variances are considered to be timing at this time, with no impact
expected against the net current position.

In summary, net Capital Expenditure is not projected to have any material impact on the City’s
project surplus/deficit position when Carryover of projects occurs at year end if/where required.

Investment Report

Pursuant to the Council’s Investment Policy, a report is to be provided to the Council on a monthly
basis, detailing the investment portfolio in terms of performance and counterparty percentage
exposure of total portfolio. The report is also to provide details of investment income earned against
budget, whilst confirming compliance of the portfolio with legislative and policy limits.

As at 28 February 2018, the value of the City’s invested funds totalled $82.99M, down from $83.69M
as at 31* January.

During the month of February seven term deposits held with 5 different institutions totalling $20.5M
matured, with $7.00M relating to the Airport Redevelopment Project and $13.5M being general City
funds.

Of the $13.5M of general City funds, $13.5M was rolled for a further 96 days at 2.39% (on average).

Of the $7.00M of Airport Redevelopment Project funds, $7.00M was rolled for a further 59 days at
2.06% (on average). The need to keep the term of the deposit to only 2 months to meet expected
expenditure timelines affected the rate of return able to be achieved.

The balance of the 11am account (an intermediary account which offers immediate access to the
funds compared to the term deposits and a higher rate of return compared to the cheque account)
increased by $0.75M due to the inflow of rate and grant funding. The balance of the Airport
Deve